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The House met at 9:00 a.m.

The Chaplain, Rev. James David
Ford, D.D., offered the following pray-
er:

O gracious God, whose love is given
freely to all creation and whose mercy
is without end, accept our prayers and
petitions this day.

We place before You, O God, our
thanksgivings and praise for all Your
goodness to us and to all people, for
You have blessed us when we did not
deserve and You have healed us in spite
of our errors. We confess that we have
too often missed the mark and not
been receptive to Your grace.

Open our thoughts and minds to Your
loving spirit, that we will be Your peo-
ple and do the works of justice and of
peace.

In Your name we pray, Amen.

THE JOURNAL

The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam-
ined the Journal of the last day’s pro-
ceedings and announces to the House
his approval thereof.

Pursuant to clause 1, rule I, the Jour-
nal stands approved.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE

The SPEAKER. Will the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. KuciNicH) come forward
and lead the House in the Pledge of Al-
legiance.

Mr. KUCINICH led the Pledge of Alle-
giance as follows:

I pledge allegiance to the Flag of the
United States of America, and to the Repub-
lic for which it stands, one nation under God,
indivisible, with liberty and justice for all.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. The Chair desires to
announce that pursuant to clause 4 of
rule I, the Speaker signed the following
enrolled bill on Thursday, June 25, 1998:

H.R. 2646, to amend the Internal Rev-
enue Code of 1986 to allow tax-free ex-

penditures from education individual
retirement accounts for elementary
and secondary school expenses, to in-
crease the maximum annual amount of
contributions to such accounts, and for
other purposes.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. The Chair desires to
make an announcement.

After consultation with the majority
and minority leaders, and with their
consent and approval, the Chair an-
nounces that during the joint meeting
to hear an address by His Excellency,
Emil Constantinescu, only the doors
immediately opposite the Speaker and
those on his right and left will be open.

No one will be allowed on the floor of
the House who does not have the privi-
lege of the floor of the House.

Due to the large attendance that is
anticipated, the Chair feels that the
rule regarding the privilege of the floor
must be strictly adhered to.

Children of Members will not be per-
mitted on the floor, and the coopera-
tion of all Members is requested.

RECESS

The SPEAKER. Pursuant to the
order of the House of Tuesday, July 14,
1998, the Chair declares the House in
recess, subject to the call of the Chair.

Accordingly (at 9 o’clock and 7 min-
utes a.m.), the House stood in recess,
subject to the call of the Chair.

During the recess, beginning at about
9:54 a.m., the following proceedings
were had:
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JOINT MEETING BY THE HOUSE
AND SENATE TO HEAR AN AD-
DRESS BY HIS EXCELLENCY H.E.
EMIL CONSTANTINESCU, PRESI-
DENT OF ROMANIA

The Speaker of the House presided.

The Assistant to the Sergeant at
Arms, Richard Wilson, announced the
President pro tempore and Members of
the U.S. Senate, who entered the Hall
of the House of Representatives, the
President pro tempore taking the chair
at the right of the Speaker, and the
Members of the Senate the seats re-
served for them.

The SPEAKER. The Chair appoints
as members of the committee on the
part of the House to escort his excel-
lency, H.E. Emil Constantinescu, into
the Chamber:

The gentleman from Texas (Mr.
ARMEY);

the gentleman from California (Mr.
Cox);

the gentleman from New York (Mr.
GILMAN);

the gentleman from Nebraska (Mr.
BEREUTER);

the gentleman from New York (Mr.
SOLOMON);

the gentlewoman from Washington
(Ms. Dunn);

the gentleman from Pennsylvania
(Mr. Fox);

the gentlewoman from Connecticut
(Mrs. KENNELLY);

the gentleman from Maryland (Mr.
HOYER);

the gentleman from
HAMILTON);

the gentleman from California (Mr.
LANTOS); and

the gentlewoman from California
(Ms. PELOSI).

The PRESIDENT pro tempore. The
President pro tempore of the Senate, at
the direction of that body, appoints the
following Senators as members of the
committee on the part of the Senate to
escort the President of Romania into
the House Chamber:

Indiana (Mr.

The Senator from Florida (Mr.
MACK);
the Senator from Indiana (Mr.
COATS);
the Senator from Indiana (Mr.
LUGAR);
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the Senator from Oregon (Mr. SMITH);

the Senator from South Dakota (Mr.
DASCHLE); and

the Senator from Delaware (Mr.
BIDEN).
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The Assistant to the Sergeant at
Arms announced the Acting Dean of
the Diplomatic Corps, His Excellency
Dunstan Weston Kamara, Ambassador
of Zambia.

The Acting Dean of the Diplomatic
Corps entered the Hall of the House of
Representatives and took the seat re-
served for him.

The Assistant to the Sergeant at
Arms announced the Cabinet of the
President of the United States.

The members of the Cabinet of the
President of the United States entered
the Hall of the House of Representa-
tives and took the seats reserved for
them in front of the Speaker’s rostrum.

At 10 o’clock and 5 minutes, a.m., the
Assistant to the Sergeant at Arms an-
nounced His Excellency H.E. Emil
Constantinescu, President of Romania.

His Excellency H.E. Emil
Constantinescu, President of Romania,
escorted by the committee of Senators
and Representatives, entered the Hall
of the House of Representatives, and
stood at the Clerk’s desk.

(Applause, the Members rising.)

The SPEAKER. Members of Con-
gress, it is my great privilege and |
deem it a high honor and personal
pleasure to present to you His Excel-
lency Emil Constantinescu, President
of Romania.

(Applause, the Members rising.)

ADDRESS BY HIS EXCELLENCY
H.E. EMIL CONSTANTINESCU,
PRESIDENT OF ROMANIA

President  CONSTANTINESCU. Mr.
Speaker, Honorable Senators and Rep-
resentatives, Ladies and Gentlemen:
Thank you for your warm welcome.

It is a rare honor to be able to ad-
dress those who make the laws of the
United States, the laws of the country
of freedom, and who stand as guardians
of fundamental human rights in the
United States and all over the world.

Throughout its history, your country
has been a beacon of hope for the op-
pressed and the needy, a source of in-
spiration for the creative, the coura-
geous and the achieving. It has always
been, and may it ever remain, the land
of the free and the home of the brave.

Romania and the United States have
a strong and growing relationship. We
are linked to the United States by
technology, know-how and capital. We
are joined by hundreds of thousands of
Romania’s sons and daughters, people
who came to this country over the
years and whose descendants now live
in every corner of your magnificent
land. But ever more importantly, Ro-
manians have always sent to America
their most cherished treasure: Their
hopes for freedom.

We call America the Land of Free-
dom because this has been its guiding
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principle, as well as a source of inspira-
tion to other countries around the
world. But the term ‘“‘Land of Free-
dom’ stands also for a virtual commu-
nity of like-minded and like-hearted
people all over the world who believe in
the defense of liberty, of human rights,
and of human dignity. People of all
races and backgrounds and religions
are welcomed to join.

Regardless of where they live on the
globe, people who believe in freedom
are citizens of the virtual Land of Free-
dom. Since the fall of Communism, its
numbers have grown steadily and en-
thusiastically. Since 1989, 23 million
Romanians are among the proudest
members.

Your Founding Fathers have written:
When a long train of abuses and usur-
pation evinces a design to reduce peo-
ple under absolute despotism, it is
their right, it is their duty to throw off
such government, and to provide new
guards for their future security. This is
what the Romania people have done.

My country threw off the yoke of
Communism in 1989, and in 1996, it
achieved its first fully democratic
transfer of power. As President of a
fully democratic Romania, | bring you
the greetings and the hopes of my fel-
low citizens. It is their desire to live in
the Land of Freedom alongside you and
all other people who value freedom,
human rights and human dignity. This
desire has brought me to America and
to this historic Chamber today.

In the new global order, this Land of
Freedom spans the globe from West to
East and from North to South.
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It is an expansive land of constantly
changing landscape and with ever-
changing contours. Its elusive borders
are defined by each and every individ-
ual who is willing to defend liberty,
property, and respect the rule of law.

But in such an ever-changing land-
scape, people need anchors to keep
steady and stable in a sea of change. As
the messenger of the Romanian people,
I am here to tell you that my country
can and wants to be exactly that, an
anchor of stability in the sometimes
storm-ridden sea of southeastern Eu-
rope. But for that anchor to keep
steady, we need the acknowledgment
and support of the United States of
America.

We, the people of Romania, think we
have earned it. Even as Romania was
dragged into World War Il by the Nazi
regime, 6,000 Romanian citizens joined
countless Romanian Americans to
serve proudly in the United States
Army, seeing action in the Pacific and
North Africa. Some of these veterans
are here today. On behalf of the Roma-
nian people, | salute you. In defiance of
the country’s unfortunate war alliance,
more than 1,400 American pilots and
soldiers were sheltered by the Roma-
nian people, people who refused to see
the Americans as enemies, and who in-
sisted on seeing them as defenders of
freedom.
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During the 1950s and 1960s, hundreds
of thousands of my countrymen were
being thrown in concentration camps
and jails, tortured and Kkilled only be-
cause they refused to yield their free-
dom. Farmers were jailed because they
would not allow their land to be con-
fiscated. Priests were tortured when
they refused to forsake their beliefs.
Intellectuals were sent to camps be-
cause they chose to defend freedom and
democracy.

In all the eastern and Central Euro-
pean countries, the armed resistance
against communism lasted longest in
Romania. Romania’s freedom fighters
were thousands of anti-Communist
guerilla fighters who operated in the
Carpathian mountains, including one
in my childhood village. The last mem-
bers were not subdued until 1961. The
terrible dramas of those death-sunken
times, of suffering and humiliation,
were, and perhaps still are, sealed off in
silence and oblivion. Romanians paid a
terrible price for their fierce refusal to
surrender their freedom. Romania was
subjected to the harshest totalitarian
dictatorship in the region: The regime
of the dictator Nicolae Ceausescu.

And yet, in 1989, Romanians sum-
moned the courage to rise up against
that dictatorship: Hundreds of thou-
sands of people took to the streets, de-
fying Ceausescu’s tanks and troops.
Bare-chested young people chanted:
“We shall die, but we shall be free”.
Over 12,000 of them paid dearly with
their lives, and thousands more were
injured during the anti-Communist
revolution in Romania, the only coun-
try in central and Eastern Europe to
have paid in blood the price of its free-
dom. Please allow me here, in this tem-
ple of democracy and of freedom, to
pay homage to all the Romanians,
known or unknown, who have suffered
and died for liberty, and, indeed, to all
people who fight in its cause, anywhere
in the world.

I am here today as the representative
of a free, Democratic and proud Roma-
nia. | am here to tell you that you may
always count on us to be vigilant
guardians of the Democratic values we
share with you, the values we have
fought so hard to regain.

But it is not enough to have freedom.
Freedom must be maintained and de-
fended on a constant basis. | feel the
best way to meet this challenge is by
working together in cooperative part-
nerships with other nations. For |
think that all of those who believe in
freedom ought to have the means to de-
fend their beliefs, together. Romania
was the first country to join the United
States in its Partnership For Peace,
and my fellow citizens have now in-
vested their hopes in one day joining
an expanded NATO.

Some of you have strongly supported
the enlargement of NATO to include
Romania. For that we are grateful.
Others have a less positive view, espe-
cially of a so-called ‘“‘second wave’ of
expansion. | respect your right to dif-
fer. But as the first Central European
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head of state to address you since the
congressional debate over NATO expan-
sion, 1 want to say how deeply | admire
the role of the United States Congress
in making this historic decision. The
expansion of NATO is a visionary un-
dertaking, a milestone in the history of
Europe and the world.

| hope you see it in the same way. As
a geologist, | have learned that, while
painfully climbing a mountain peak,
without being able to see it from afar,
you might fail to grasp its greatness.
As a president, 1 have noticed that
many a time debates and arguments
prevent us from spotting, in a storm of
events, the ones which will defy eter-
nity. As an ordinary person who thinks
about his fate, as well as the fate of his
people and the Eastern European peo-
ples, | have understood the tremendous
force of an idea at work.

For more than 1,000 years, the bor-
ders of Europe have been drawn or
changed by war, dictate or external
pressure. Since the Second World War,
NATO has succeeded in maintaining
peace in, and for, Western Europe, and
fostering well-being and progress in the
nations that share its mission. At the
same time, in Europe’s Communist
east, old conflicts laid frozen while new
ones kept emerging. When the Berlin
Wall collapsed at last, the peoples of
the east won their freedom, but not the
ability to put it to use together.

In this new and traumatic historical
adventure, transition from totalitarian
regimes to democracy and from cen-
trally planned economies to a market
economy, the idea of joining NATO did
not merely grow out of a need to be a
part of a defensive military alliance.
As a vector of a set of fundamental val-
ues of modern civilization, it has be-
come the supreme expression capable
of harnessing the major goal of human
solidarity. Issues that had seemed im-
possible to solve, both within and be-
tween the various Eastern European
countries, can now find a solution
through joint Democratic exercise that
has replaced the harsh logic of con-
frontation by dialogue and coopera-
tion.

Let us imagine for just one moment
the European stage after the fall of
communism, had NATO gotten frozen
in its original project, leaving the east
of Europe prey to violence and chaos.
What would there have been left of
Eastern Europe, save for ruins, and
how long would it have lasted before
Western Europe and then maybe the
United States itself had lapsed into the
grip of antagonisms?

Now that freedom has come to the
people of Eastern Europe, we aspire to
take the next step and join a commu-
nity of nations bound together by free-
dom, human dignity and prosperity. We
welcome the chance to share our part
of the burden of securing a peaceful fu-
ture for all of Europe. But to do that,
we need your help.

In many ways this moment is as cru-
cial to the future of Europe as were the
years after World War 11 that first gave
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birth to NATO itself. Your country un-
dertook, with great wisdom and vision,
the responsibility of world balance and
world peace. We urge you to do so
again. Romania does not seek to add to
this historic burden, but to share it,
modestly, yet reliably, as a trusted
ally and friend. In order to build a fully
prosperous, Democratic and stable Eu-
rope, one that stretches from the At-
lantic to the Urals and beyond, the
United States needs to anchor its poli-
cies to countries on Europe’s south-
eastern flank that share its Demo-
cratic ideas and its commitment to the
region’s stability.

Romania is such a country. | would
even go so far as to say that Romania
is a key to stability in the southern
part of Europe. It is a bold statement,
I know, but one that is supported by
three important factors.

First, Romania is the second largest
country in the region and centrally lo-
cated in a place of strategic impor-
tance to the security of the entire area.
We are truly a crossroads for many di-
verse cultures and civilizations, west-
ern secular, Southern Catholic, East-
ern Orthodox and Muslim. Many ob-
servers have said conflicts seem almost
inevitable, given Romania’s ethnic
patchwork and complex border situa-
tion.

Still, we have managed to avoid con-
flict, both within and along our bor-
ders, and to successfully find political
solutions to all potentially divisive
ethnic and external issues. Today, for
example, the Hungarian ethnic minor-
ity is part of the governing majority.
The sensitive issues of the relations
with the Republic of Moldova and the
Ukraine have been resolved without
tension. Religious minorities are devel-
oping an increasing dialogue with the
Orthodox majority. Romania’s social
peace is proof that when a democracy
is firmly rooted, its institutions can
weather the storms of social reform.
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So the strength of our internal de-
mocracy is the first reason we are so
important to regional stability.

Second, we have strong diplomatic
and political ties with all countries in
the area. For example, through good-
will and constant effort on the part of
both countries, Romania has reached
an historic agreement with Hungary to
bring long-sought reconciliation be-
tween our two nations. The strength of
this grassroots reconciliation has been
successfully tested many times this
past year. Recently, both our Hungar-
ian minority and all Romanians were
able to freely and peaceably commemo-
rate the historic events of the 1848
democratic revolutions, when our two
countries unfortunately fought against
one another. We have concluded a
sound treaty with the Ukraine, which
provides for the mutual protection of
our ethnic minorities and starts many
common projects.

Romania’s three-party agreements
with Poland and the Ukraine, the
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Ukraine and the Republic of Moldova,
and Bulgaria and Turkey, and soon
with Greece and Bulgaria, and Hungary
and Austria, as well as the excellent re-
lations with all the Balkan countries,
the Baltic States, and, naturally, Rus-
sia, are tokens of our contribution to
the regional security architecture, in a
zone still marked by simmering con-
flicts.

Third, Romania is a key to stability
in the region because it is at the cross-
roads of the two largest Euro-Asian
trade routes known for thousands of
years: the East-West one, known as the
“the Silk Road,” running from China
to Spain, and the North-South one,
“the Amber Road,” from Scandinavia
to the Mediterranean Sea. These roads
will find a new meaning in the global
world of the third millennium. It is
particularly the ‘‘Silk Road’ project,
which will tie Japan and China to Cen-
tral Asia and Caucasian countries,
Southeastern and Central Europe to
Western Europe, from the Pacific to
the Atlantic, that will most likely
evolve into the biggest challenge of the
early third millennium. Last week, |
met with the presidents of Azerbaijan
and Georgia to discuss the role our
countries can play in securing the cen-
tral tier of this vast trading route.

United States participation in this
great effort is crucial. Not only does
the United States lend tremendous
credibility to such an undertaking, but
it also helps ensure that future trade
will be conducted in a stable region se-
cured by open and cooperative Demo-
cratic structures. Ethnic conflict arises
because of a major deficit of democ-
racy, invariably triggered in our part
of the world by the representatives of
the old Communist structures, unwill-
ing or unable to fit in the new context
and to give up former privileges. In-
deed, national-communism is not a res-
idue but the ultimate expression of
communism itself, with all its stock of
hatred, grafted on the demons of chau-
vinistic nationalism. One of the admi-
rable gestures of American democracy
lies in its assuming, alongside Europe,
moral responsibility for the Holocaust.
Meditating upon this example helps us
understand that we all have the impre-
scriptible duty to be alert to any chau-
vinistic, anti-Semitic and aggressive
deviation. Because aggressive hatred is
like plague; it may recur anytime. It is
in Romania’s interest to contribute to
Southeastern Europe’s becoming a re-
gion where different modern, open soci-
eties coexist peacefully, a region where
democracy, tolerance, freedom and
human rights are at home. | believe
this to be in America’s interest as well.

I would like to relate to you what
Romanian opinion polls have repeat-
edly shown for the last several years,
namely, that the Romanian people con-
sider the United States to be our most
reliable partner. There is, between our
people, an underlying closeness of our
souls. One sign of this, | believe, was
the outpouring of enthusiasm that wel-
comed President Clinton to Bucharest
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last summer. Another more fundamen-
tal sign is the ongoing effort to build
the closest possible strategic partner-
ship between our country and the
United States.

Romania is fully committed to form-
ing and nurturing this special partner-
ship. Democracy can only flourish in
Romania and we can only become a
more positive influence in the region if
our role as a stabilizing force is ac-
knowledged and supported by the
United States and its allies. Romania
is living proof that Eastern and South-
eastern Europe are not doomed to a life
of conflict. But we all have the duty to
be on guard against hatred in any
form.

Over the past year, Romania has
proved that the occasional political
storm matters less than having a sound
political foundation that allows us to
weather those storms. We have also
learned that despite our profound and
unflinching commitment to privatiza-
tion and economic reform, it will be
more difficult to rebuild the Romanian
economy than we or our friends ex-
pected. We understand the need to bal-
ance our eagerness for speedy reform
with the need to maintain social stabil-
ity. We have been able to do this so far.
Again, this is a tribute to our demo-
cratic institutions and the commit-
ment of our people to those institu-
tions. The next step is to speed up pri-
vatization while maintaining our social
equilibrium.

All of these efforts, building the soci-
ety, consolidating democratic institu-
tions, reforming the economy, our con-
tribution to the security of Eastern
Europe would be more difficult without
your assistance. But | can assure you
they are well worth your efforts, as
they do so much to advance peace and
stability in such a vital part of the
world.

As a representative of the American
people, | want to thank you on behalf
of my country for the friendship and
help the United States has shown us.

The land of freedom, the land | spoke
about a few minutes ago, is a unique
place. It belongs to those who are will-
ing to sacrifice for its attainment and
its defense. It is a land your Founding
Fathers conceived and the one envi-
sioned by our own patriotic thinkers
and fighters. It is the land of your
brave military men and women, as it is
the land of Romania’s soldiers who vol-
unteered to go to Albania, Angola, the
Persian Gulf and Bosnia, in any coun-
try where peace is under attack. It is
our challenge together, as allies and
partners, to build the bridges to the
next millennium from the Danube to
the Potomac, from the Black Sea to
the Pacific Ocean and beyond, wher-
ever people believe in and fight for
freedom.

I would like to close with a true
story. One hundred and fifty years ago,
a young Romanian who had fought for
freedom in the 1848 revolution emi-
grated to America. His name was
George Pomutz, which in Romanian
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means ‘‘little tree.”” Once on American
soil, he volunteered for Lincoln’s Army
and fought in some of the key battles
of the Civil War, including Vicksburg
and Atlanta. Our ‘“‘little tree’” went on
to become a general in your Army and
later an American diplomat, serving in
Russia, where he helped negotiate the
American purchase of Alaska. In 1944,
long after his death, the Romanian
community in the United States do-
nated money to build a battleship,
named for Romanian-American Gen-
eral George Pomutz. The ship named
for the ““little tree” served in peace and
war, always a symbol of strength and
vigilance. Over the decades, Pomutz’
story attests to the common roots
shared by our two people, the closeness
of their souls, their love of freedom and
their willingness to fight in its defense.

God bless America. God bless Roma-
nia. God bless the land of freedom.

JOINT MEETING DISSOLVED

The SPEAKER. The purpose of the
joint meeting having been completed,
the Chair declares the joint meeting of
the two Houses now dissolved.

Accordingly (at 10 o’clock and 46
minutes a.m.) the joint meeting of the
two Houses was dissolved.

The Members of the Senate retired to
their Chamber.

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. The House will con-
tinue in recess until 11:15 a.m.
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The recess having expired, the House
was called to order by the Speaker pro
tempore (Mr. EwING) at 11 o’clock and
17 minutes p.m.

PRINTING OF PROCEEDINGS HAD
DURING RECESS

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that the proceed-
ings had during the recess be printed in
the RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Nevada?

There was no objection.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE

A message from the Senate by Mr.
Lundregan, one of its clerks, an-
nounced that the Senate had passed
without amendment a bill of the House
of the following title:

H.R. 3156. An act to present a congressional
gold medal to Nelson Rolihlahla Mandela.

The message also announced that the
Senate had passed with an amendment
in which the concurrence of the House
is requested, a bill of the House of the
following title:

H.R. 2870. An act to amend the Foreign As-
sistance Act of 1961 to facilitate protection
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of tropical forests through debt reduction
with developing countries with tropical for-
ests.

The message also announced that the
Senate agrees to the amendment of the
House to the bill (S. 2282) ““An act to
amend the Arms Export Control Act,
and for other purposes.”

ANNOUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER
PRO TEMPORE

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
Chair will entertain 15 1-minute
speeches on each side.

THE BEANIE BABY CAPERGATE

(Mr. GIBBONS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GIBBONS. Mr. Speaker, as we all
know, the President and his entourage
just recently returned from a 9-day,
taxpayer-paid, $50 million trip to
China. It appears that America’s
tough-talking trade representative,
Charlene Barshefsky, has shunned and
even ignored American trade law. My
word, Mr. Speaker, we now have the
Barshefsky Beanie Baby Capergate.

Apparently, the President’s trade
rep, who is supposed to know, who is
supposed to understand, who is sup-
posed to follow trade laws, was caught
red-handed in China’s unregulated
back-alley Beanie-Baby black market.
Barshefsky illegally acquired a boat-
load of Beanie Babies while in Beijing
and tried to bring them back to the
United States.

““‘Whoa, not so fast,” said the U.S.
Customs, since it is illegal to purchase
these toys in China.

Well, what is next? | hope the Clinton
Administration does not think that
this is an even trade for the top-secret
missile technology they just gave
them. With a $50 billion U.S. trade defi-
cit, maybe the Chinese were secretly
paying off the Clinton Administration
with Barshefsky Beanie Babies.

| yield back to the American people
any legal Beanie Babies not hiding in
the White House.

PATIENT’S BILL OF RIGHTS

(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to address
the House for 1 minute and to revise
and extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, you ask the question, what do
the American people want? Well, they
want a real Patient’s Bill of Rights,
not the whiplash health care bill that
Speaker GINGRICH and the Republicans
want us to buy in. Whiplash? It comes
real sharp, and when you get through,
it hurts badly.

Our Patient’s Bill of Rights guaran-
tees a patient’s right to see a specialist
when they need to. It emphasizes the
patient’s and the doctor’s rights and
relationships. It guarantees that our
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vulnerable patients will
choose their own doctors.

Yes, it bans the little parrots that
are given to our doctors who say,
“Don’t give them any care to them; see
them only for 10 minutes.”

Do you know what the Republicans
do? They do not allow you to choose
your own doctor. They send women out
of the hospital before 48 hours after
they have had a mastectomy; and, yes,
they keep asking you to pay for those
high, high prescription drugs.

Americans want a real Patient’s Bill
of Rights, not the whiplash that comes
quickly and hurts long. Support the
Democratic Patient’s Bill of Rights
and get real health care reform, real
managed care reform for America.

be able to

AMERICA VULNERABLE TO
FOREIGN MISSILE ATTACK

(Ms. DUNN asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. DUNN. Mr. Speaker, the Pre-
amble to the United States Constitu-
tion states that the Federal Govern-
ment shall have the responsibility to
provide for the common defense. Pro-
tecting our national security is, in
fact, the first duty and the primary ob-
ligation of the President, our com-
mander-in-chief.

But America is vulnerable today, vul-
nerable to a missile attack from
abroad. It is a shame that it has taken
nuclear blasts in India and Pakistan to
convince American leaders that the
time to act is now.

Many Americans are unaware of this,
but if a missile were fired at an Amer-
ican city, the United States would be
defenseless against it. This is a shock-
ing realization when you consider that
there are many nations that have the
capability of reaching American soil
with long-range nuclear missiles.

The potential threat to every child in
America demands that we take deci-
sive action to protect ourselves from
the uncertainty that exists in the
world today. It is time to honor our ob-
ligation to the Constitution and to the
American people by building a missile
defense system. No less than the secu-
rity of our Nation and the safety of our
children is at stake.

KEEPING WHAT IS ALREADY
YOURS

(Mr. TIAHRT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. TIAHRT. Mr. Speaker, this Con-
gress intends to focus like a laser beam
on an issue of particular importance to
families. It’s called tax cuts. Many
Americans are moving ahead in these
economic good times, but some fami-
lies are having trouble making ends
meet.

While the liberals believe that the
way to improve the standard of living
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of hard-pressed working families is to
propose more job training programs
and more Washington-directed edu-
cation programs, the same ones which
have failed miserably in the past, Re-
publicans have a much better idea. Re-
publicans want to help ordinary work-
ing families by letting them keep more
of their own money. No need for theory
or hopes that some day these Federal
training programs will trickle down to
real people. No, the Republicans can
help families make ends meet, save for
that first home or pay off those credit
cards by giving them a tax cut.

Actually, the government would not
be giving them anything. It would
mean that the government would let
people keep more of their own hard-
earned money.

ACCEPTING RESPONSIBILITY FOR
TEACHING MORALS AND VALUES

(Mr. TRAFICANT asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. TRAFICANT. Mr. Speaker, once
in America, parents imparted their val-
ues and morals to their children.
Today, it is out with parents, in with
computers. Some even liken it to a
Tower of Babble in each family room.

Check this out. Last month a woman
gave birth on the Internet; and today
two teenagers announced, through
their attorney, no less, that they will
surrender their virginity live on the
Internet. Unbelievable. What is next? A
late-term abortion? How about an on-
line sacrifice to Satan, folks?

Beam-me-up.com.

| say it is time for these computer
companies to shove their software up
their hard drives live on the Internet.

One last thing, on a serious note. |
believe America is in sad shape when
computers begin to replace parents in
passing down our morals and values.

I yield back any common sense left
in the country.

FREEDOM AND PRIVACY
RESTORATION ACT

(Mr. PAUL asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PAUL. Mr. Speaker, | rise today
to introduce the Freedom and Privacy
Restoration Act, which repeals those
sections of the Illegal Immigration Re-
form and Immigrant Responsibility
Act of 1996 authorizing an establish-
ment of Federal standards for birth
certificates and drivers’ licenses.

This obscure provision, which was
part of a major piece of legislation
passed at the end of the 104th Congress,
represents a major power grab by the
Federal Government and a threat to
the liberties of every American, for it
would transform State drivers’ licenses
into national ID cards.

If this scheme is not stopped, no
American will be able to get a job, open
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a bank account, apply for Social Secu-
rity or Medicare, exercise their second
amendment rights, or even take an air-
plane flight until they can produce a
State driver’s license that is the equiv-
alent of conforming to Federal speci-
fications. Under the 1996 Kennedy-
Kassebaum health care reform law,
Americans may be forced to present a
federally approved driver’s license be-
fore consulting their doctors for medi-
cal treatment.

My fellow colleagues, make no doubt
about this, this is a national 1.D. card.
We do not need it. Please join me in an
effort to stop it.

PLEDGE TO FULLY FUND THE E-
RATE PROGRAM

(Mr. RUSH asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. RUSH. Mr. Speaker, | rise today
to alert my colleagues to the growing
threat to the E-rate program. This key
provision of the Telecommunications
Act of 1996 makes sure that our Na-
tion’s poorest children do not get left
behind along the information super-
highway by providing telecommuni-
cations services at a discounted cost to
poor and rural schools and libraries.

To date, more than 30,000 applica-
tions for the program have been re-
ceived, including over 200 in my dis-
trict. As part of the Telecommuni-
cations Act, long distance companies
agree to support the E-rate program
through their contributions to the Uni-
versal Service Fund. In exchange, the
industry has reaped billions of dollars
in lower access charges and expanded
market share. Now they want to renege
on the deal.

Today | am calling on my colleagues
to pledge their commitment to seeing
that the E-rate program is fully fund-
ed. To pull the plug on full funding of
the E-rate program is to further exac-
erbate the great digital divide between
the haves and have-nots and will leave
our children unprepared to move into
the new millennium. Let us not let
that happen.

SIGN EDUCATION SAVINGS
ACCOUNT INTO LAW

(Mr. ROGAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ROGAN. Mr. Speaker, the Repub-
lican-led House voted overwhelmingly
for Education Savings Accounts to give
every American family the power to
improve the educational choices for
their children. Not every family today
can afford a home computer or the SAT
prep course, but through IRA-style
Education Savings Accounts, Repub-
licans hope to make these education
expenses more available to children.

Who is in a better position to use this
money to help improve our Nation’s
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education needs, Washington bureau-
crats or American families? That is the
decision that must be made.

Mr. Speaker, the best way to help im-
prove education is to give each family
more of their own money so they can
choose what and how to help their chil-
dren. For this to happen, President
Clinton must free our children from
the education bondage of special inter-
ests and sign the Education Savings
Account conference report into law.

0O 1130
TRUTH IN BILLING

(Mr. BLUMENAUER asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute.)

Mr. BLUMENAUER. Mr. Speaker,
the authors of the Education Rate are
distressed by the current controversy,
since the discount was supposed to be
paid for through the hefty savings the
telephone companies received as a re-
sult of deregulation, almost $3 billion
as of July 1998.

That is why | have introduced H.R.
4018 to give consumers ‘“‘truth in bill-
ing.”” It would require a GAO report on
how much money has actually been
saved as a result of deregulation and
how much of that savings has been
passed back to consumers. In addition,
it would require that those companies
seeking to put additional line items on
their bills reflect the full and accurate
picture of both costs and savings that
have resulted from the Federal regu-
latory action.

There is no reason for confusion. At a
time when the majority of classrooms
in America do not have Internet ac-
cess, and when the numbers for the
poor and the rural areas are even
worse, it is important for Congress to
cut through the confusion, keep our
commitment to our schools and librar-
ies, and most important, to America’s
children.

TRIBUTE TO THE COURAGE AND
BRAVERY OF OUTSTANDING
STUDENTS AT THURSTON HIGH
SCHOOL IN SPRINGFIELD, OR

(Mr. BARR of Georgia asked and was
given permission to address the House
for 1 minute and to revise and extend
his remarks.)

Mr. BARR of Georgia. Mr. Speaker, |
rise today to honor Jake and Josh
Ryker, Adam Walburger, and Doug and
David Ure for their courage and brav-
ery.

On May 21, 1998 these students wit-
nessed a fellow classmate walk into the
Thurston High School cafeteria in
Springfield, Oregon, and begin shoot-
ing. Jake Ryker, after being shot
through the chest, grabbed the suspect
around the waist and threw him down,
knocking the rifle out of his hands. His
brother Josh and three other students
followed Jake’s lead and jumped on the
suspect and held him on the floor until
teachers arrived to provide assistance.
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The Ryker brothers and their family
attribute these boys’ confidence and
quick thinking to their familiarity
with firearms and the training they re-
ceived as Boy Scouts. | would add to
this a strong family that taught these
brothers courage, integrity and com-
passion for their fellow man.

Clearly, the actions of Jake and Josh
Ryker, Adam Walburger, and Doug and
David Ure saved more lives and pre-
vented more students from being in-
jured or killed.

Mr. Speaker, | take this moment to
honor the courage and bravery of these
fine young men for acting above and
beyond the call of duty in defense of
their fellow classmates at Thurston
High School in Springfield, Oregon.

MANAGED CARE REFORM

(Mr. GREEN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. GREEN. Mr. Speaker, | find it
ironic that the same people that
preached and lectured this Congress
about the importance of personal re-
sponsibility and accountability for
one’s actions during the welfare reform
bill are taking the opposite position on
managed care reform.

This is really about the same thing:
being accountable for the decisions we
make. We should be responsible for our
actions, whether one is a Member of
Congress voting, a welfare recipient
looking for work, or an HMO deciding
not to pay for a test or a procedure
that the doctor says is medically nec-
essary.

Why should HMOs be given pref-
erential treatment and held to a dif-
ferent standard than the doctors they
employ or the patient that they are
supposed to serve?

The Republican managed care bill
will not hold HMOs accountable when
they make these medical decisions.

One thing this decision does is clear-
ly define where everyone stands on the
issue. We should be fighting for a bill
that requires timely internal and ex-
ternal appeals; access to specialists or
special needs; point of service choice
for employees and the patients; open
communication between patients and
their doctors; no gag rule; and account-
ability of the medical decision-maker.
We need real health care reform, not a
false hope.

DOLLARS TO THE CLASSROOM
ACT

(Mr. PITTS asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, | rise to
seek support for our Nation’s children
to learn and our teachers to teach by
supporting H.R. 3248, the Dollars to the
Classroom Act. This bill will send at
least 95 cents of every Federal dollar
for 31 K-through-12 education programs
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to our children’s classrooms. That
means that $2.7 billion will be taken
from the grasp of bureaucrats and put
into the hands of a teacher who knows
our child’s name. Mr. Speaker, that
means that every classroom in Amer-
ica will get an additional $425 on an av-
erage of $9,300 per public school. I urge
my colleagues to join this important
effort to redistribute education tax dol-
lars away from bureaucrats to stu-
dents, parents and teachers.

Instead of paying for reports, studies,
and layers of bureaucracy, | ask my
colleagues to pay for teachers’ salaries,
textbooks, computers and other sup-
plies. Let us put our children first, let
us put their education first, let us turn
rhetoric into action by passing the Dol-
lars to the Classroom Act before our
children return to school next fall.

DEMOCRATS LOVE TO TAX

(Mr. KINGSTON asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. KINGSTON. Mr. Speaker, today
we have heard liberal after liberal,
Democrat after Democrat, excuse me, |
am being redundant, speak in favor of
a new $2 billion tax increase. They are
so proud of the Gore tax. Every time
you call your mother, it is going to
cost you a little bit more. Every time
you have a medical emergency, a friend
out of town, it is going to cost you
more. Any time you have a loved one
in California you want to call from the
East Coast, it is going to cost you
more, and the Democrats are so happy
about it.

Why are they happy about it? Well,
for one thing, any tax is a good tax. We
love all taxes. Another reason they are
happy: we did not have to vote on it. It
got sneaked in by their comrades in
the Federal bureaucracy who sneaked
it in. Not one congressional vote.

I would say to my liberal colleagues,
we know you like taxes. Why do we not
vote on it? Since you are so proud of
tax increases, why not bring this mat-
ter to the floor so that the Vice Presi-
dent can run on a new platform: | in-
creased your phone taxes. | increased it
for the poor people, | increased it for
the old, I increased it for those on fixed
incomes, and let them brag about it on
the House floor.

STRONG SUPPORT FOR E-RATE

(Mr. REYES asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. REYES. Mr. Speaker, | am gladly
standing this morning in support of the
E-rate. | believe this country’s most
valuable resource to be our children,
and education is key to their develop-
ment. In a world where computers are
defining their very lives, our edu-
cational institutions must include
technology. The genius of American
education is that whether rich or poor,
our children are given the opportunity
to gain that knowledge.
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Today, the Internet is a tremendous
tool to acquire that knowledge. It
brings people and ideas thousands of
miles apart to a child’s desktop. We
cannot afford to have this technology
available only in financially strong
schools. Through the E-rate, those
schools and libraries with limited re-
sources are given the necessary dis-
counts to link up with everybody else.

The attacks on the E-rate are an as-
sault on our children’s future. Our soci-
ety must not be divided by those who
are computer literate and those who
are not.

Mr. Speaker, if we do not support E-
rate, we doom and handicap our chil-
dren. Americans understand and want
access to technology in their children’s
schools, and we must all support the E-
rate.

PRESIDENT SHOULD SIGN EDU-
CATION SAVINGS ACCOUNTS
LEGISLATION

(Mr. PAPPAS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. PAPPAS. Mr. Speaker, the Presi-
dent has an opportunity to help middle
class parents give their kids more op-
portunities in life. Congress passed leg-
islation that would create education
savings accounts, which means that
middle class parents could save in tax-
free accounts and use it towards their
children’s education. They could use it
in any way that they wished, towards
private schooling for extra tutoring, or
for special help in meeting the needs of
disabled children.

It is an insult to parents everywhere
to suggest that they are incapable of
saving for their children’s education,
and it is either naive or simply dishon-
est of liberals to say that the education
savings accounts would not benefit
poor parents because only private
schools costing thousands and thou-
sands of dollars are in existence.

Let us help parents save for their
children’s education. The President
should sign this legislation today.

HEALTH CARE REFORM: PA-
TIENTS’ BILL OF RIGHTS IMPOR-
TANT FIRST STEP

(Mr. STUPAK asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. STUPAK. Mr. Speaker, the lead-
ership of the majority in both the
House and the other body have finally
entered into the public discussion on
the adoption of a ‘‘Patients’ Bill of
Rights.”

This is an important step because it
is an acknowledgment by the majority
that American families are demanding
protection in their dealings with
Health Maintenance Organizations. It
is an important step, too, because the
Republican proposals will give the
American people a clear choice. They
can choose a Republican plan which af-
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firms the rights of patients to appeal,
but which appeals fall on deaf ears; and
without real enforcement provisions,
the Republican plan simply moves the
consumer’s appeal on a denial of cov-
erage up the management ladder to a
fancier wastebasket.

The Democratic plan, now that pro-
vides real enforcement. It gives you,
the patient, the right to enforce all of
the provisions of your HMO plan. That
is why we need the Democratic Pa-
tients’ Bill of Rights legislation. The
Democratic proposal reaches beyond an
election year quick fix to a fundamen-
tal problem by giving the consumers
real power to enforce their plans.

HMOs have moved into the business
of prescribing health care. The Demo-
cratic plan makes sure the HMOs are
held responsible for such decisions.

CHILD CUSTODY PROTECTION ACT

(Mr. LARGENT asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. LARGENT. Mr. Speaker, Ameri-
cans value many things, but no value is
stronger, deeper or greater than the
love that a father and mother have for
their children.

Mr. Speaker, no one loves their chil-
dren more than their parents. Yet we
see and hear more every day about how
big government is coming between par-
ents and children, about how govern-
ment is stepping in without just cause
and usurping parental rights.

Mr. Speaker, my office and many
other offices have heard from families
across the Nation that are concerned,
frustrated, and even angry over govern-
ment undermining their authority, and
many times we feel helpless. We often
find ourselves asking, what can we do
about it.

Well, Mr. Speaker, today every Mem-
ber of this House will have an oppor-
tunity to do something about it.
Today, Mr. Speaker, parents from
across the Nation will be watching our
vote on the Child Custody Protection
Act.

The act is simple. It says that one
cannot transport minors across State
lines for abortions in order to avoid no-
tifying their parents. These are deeply
held beliefs, Mr. Speaker, and today as
we vote on the Child Custody Protec-
tion Act, the parents of America will
be watching.

HMO REFORM

(Mr. WYNN asked and was given per-
mission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. WYNN. Mr. Speaker, now that
Congress is back in session, the debate
over HMO reform will really begin. It
will really heat up. We will hear from
the Republican side of the aisle a lot of
gimmicks. They will talk about health
marks, and they will talk about medi-
cal savings accounts.
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What we have to understand is that
the key to HMO reform is simply this:
timely access to needed medical serv-
ices and the ability to enforce that
right. That is what the Democratic
plan would do, because it would give
patients the right to sue HMOs when
HMOs make decisions that deny their
patients’ rights and adversely affect
their health care.

The Republican plan does not offer
that benefit because they are afraid to
take on the HMOs and the insurance
industry.

Let me give my colleagues an exam-
ple in my district. It is a typical exam-
ple. A young man is in a bicycle acci-
dent. He faces facial disfigurement. His
medical doctor says he ought to take a
certain course of treatment, but the
HMO says no, we are not going to pay
for that treatment.

Let me tell my colleagues, if the
HMO could be sued for failing to allow
necessary treatment, they would
change their tune. That is what the de-
bate for HMO reform is all about. I
hope we will adopt the Democratic ap-
proach.

ACCOMPLISHMENTS OF THE 105TH
CONGRESS

(Mr. HEFLEY asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute.)

Mr. HEFLEY. Mr. Speaker, it is time
to take stock of the 105th Congress. De-
spite a slim majority in the House, a
Senate that lacks the 60 votes nec-
essary to break a filibuster and a lib-
eral Democrat in the White House, the
Congress has managed to pass an his-
toric balanced budget agreement, mid-
dle class tax cuts, and a transportation
bill that addresses the needs for im-
proved, safer roads in America.

But while Republicans are proud of
that record, they are not satisfied. The
cost of government is too great, Wash-
ington spending is still too careless,
and education reform is being blocked
by the usual suspects. The remaining
time in the 105th Congress should be
devoted to more progress in these
areas.

The President has on his desk impor-
tant legislation to help parents save
for their children’s education in the
form of education savings accounts.
Normally this would not even be con-
troversial, but the special interests op-
pose it, and the prospects for the Presi-
dent signing it are slim.

That leaves us with more tax cuts
and fiscal restraint. When it comes to
tax cuts, Republicans believe in “more
rather than less, sooner rather than
later.”

Of course, we intend to honor that
pledge.

0O 1145

WHY IS THE REPUBLICAN PARTY
PROTECTING THE HEALTH IN-
SURANCE COMPANIES?

(Mr. ROTHMAN asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1
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minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. ROTHMAN. Mr. Speaker, | hold
in my hand a series of very thoughtful
articles from my hometown newspaper
about the devastating effects when
HMOs deny doctors and their patients
the right to see medically needed spe-
cialists or to receive special tests.

The problem is the Democratic Party
and a handful of Republicans want to
make HMOs accountable when they
deny a specialist’s care or special medi-
cal tests and that denial causes pain or
injury or death to the person.

Right now if that happens, the pa-
tient who gets sick or dies, his family
can sue the doctor, but they cannot sue
the HMO who denied the test or denied
the procedure that would have saved
the person’s life. The Republican Party
will not allow HMOs to be held ac-
countable.

We should ask yourselves, why? Why
would the Republican party not allow
HMOs to be sued or to be held account-
able if the HMO’s denial of a test or
treatment caused the pain, injury, or
death? In our society if somebody does
something wrong to you, you can sue
them. Why are they protecting the
health insurance companies?

THE PRESIDENT’S ENTOURAGE TO
CHINA AND OTHER LOCATIONS

(Mr. STEARNS asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. STEARNS. Mr. Speaker, | rise to
comment on the President’s record-
breaking trip to China.

The President broke every record
imaginable in the size of the delegation
he took with him to China and in the
amount he spent on a foreign trip. His
official entourage numbered more than
1,000. Its estimated cost was $40 mil-
lion, according to the International
Herald Tribune.

“The Presidential entourage filled
four passenger planes and several mili-
tary transports.” In addition, the reti-
nue included six Members of Congress,
five cabinet officials, who each brought
almost 40 staff members, a chief of
staff, a deputy chief of staff, a national
security adviser, a deputy national se-
curity adviser, a press secretary, a dep-
uty press secretary, five stenographers,
two White House television crews, a
valet for the President and a hair-
dresser for Mrs. Clinton, the Presi-
dent’s private secretary and the White
House staff secretary, speechwriters
and rewriters, doctors and lawyers,
snipers, commandoes, bomb-sniffing
dogs, and of course, 375 reporters and
photographers.

Vice President GORE must have felt
like the kid in ‘“Home Alone.” They
spent more in 10 days than Judge Starr
spent in 3 years.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

CONGRESS SHOULD PASS LEGIS-
LATION HOLDING HMOS RESPON-
SIBLE FOR DENIAL OF CARE

(Ms. DELAURO asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. DELAURO. Mr. Speaker, | would
like to share with my colleagues the
story of one of my constituents, Shar-
on Crossley, from Wallingford, Con-
necticut. Last November Sharon was
diagnosed with breast cancer. The day
before her surgery her HMO canceled
the procedure because it was scheduled
for the wrong hospital. While Sharon
was waiting to get on another doctor’s
schedule, precious days were passing
by.

As a cancer survivor, | can tell the
Members how frightening the diagnosis
is and how essential it is to get quick
medical attention. Every day of delay
is another day that the cancer could be
spreading through your body, threaten-
ing vital organs.

Sharon Crossley was one of the lucky
ones. She called our office. We were
able to convince her HMO to help her
get emergency surgery scheduled im-
mediately. But patients should not
have to take that kind of a risk that
Sharon had to take.

The American people deserve to have
rights in the health care system. That
is why we need to pass legislation
today holding managed care plans re-
sponsible for the denial of care with
real, reliable, and enforcible remedies.

THE SONNY BONO SALTON SEA
RESTORATION ACT

(Mr. HUNTER asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HUNTER. Mr. Speaker, in an
hour or so we will have an opportunity
to vote for the Sonny Bono Salton Sea
Restoration Act. | would urge every
Member to vote for this great, com-
monsense conservation project.

It will take the Salton Sea, which is
some 360 square miles in size, and it
will convert that sea or rehab that sea
into a wonderful fishing resource, a
great place for birders, for people that
like all the water sports. It is within
driving distance of about 6 percent of
America’s population. This is a great
blue collar playground where people
who cannot afford to go off for fly fish-
ing on New Zealand on their holidays
will have an opportunity to recreate.

The gentlewoman from California
(Mrs. BoNO) will be leading our efforts
on the floor in just about an hour,
along with the gentlemen from Califor-
nia, Mr. JERRY LEWIS and Mr. KEN CAL-
VERT. | hope every Member votes for
this great conservation project.

GIVE CREDIT WHERE CREDIT IS
DUE FOR AMERICA’S ECONOMIC
SURGE
(Mr. CHABOT asked and was given

permission to address the House for 1
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minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. CHABOT. Mr. Speaker, it is time
to review a little recent history. What
was the value of the Dow Jones Indus-
trial Average on November 3, 1992, the
day President Clinton was elected? It
was 3252. The next question, what was
the Dow Jones average 2 years later,
when the President had been in office 2
years, when Republicans finally took
over the Congress for the first time in
4 years? 3830. So it went basically from
3200 to 3800, about a 500-point increase.

What happened to the economy and
the Dow Jones after the Republicans
took over the House? The New York
Stock Exchange has gone up over 9000
now, so it is an increase of about 5000.
The liberals like to say that the econ-
omy turned around when the President
was elected.

That is not what happened at all. It
turned around when the financial mar-
kets and the American people were
confident, when we had a turnover in
the House of Representatives, not when
the President was elected, a 5100 point
increase. So let us let credit go where
credit is due. It is important.

We want jobs, lower taxes. That is
what this country needs, not higher
taxes and not bigger government solu-
tions.

THE ACCOMPLISHMENTS OF THE
105TH CONGRESS

(Mr. PORTMAN asked and was given
permission to address the House for 1
minute and to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, | have
heard a lot about the do-nothing Con-
gress. | am getting kind of tired of it.
The 105th Congress has been a very ac-
tive Congress. The balanced budget we
all know about, the first balanced
budget in over 30 years, the first tax
cuts in over 16 years, welfare reform
that has moved people from depend-
ency to dignity.

This year we continue to be busy.
Later today we are going to hear from
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
GILMAN) and others on major environ-
mental legislation called the Tropical
Forest Conservation Act. It comes out
of this Congress. We will be saving mil-
lions of acres of rain forests every year
around the world through this legisla-
tion.

We just heard about the Salton Sea
Restoration Act Congress is going to
pass today. The IRS reforms, just last
week the Senate passed historic IRS
reforms. Since 1952 the IRS has not
seen major reform. We are going to ac-
tually make the IRS work for the tax-

payers, rather than the other way
around.
A do-nothing Congress? It sounds

more to me like a Congress that is
doing plenty, in response to the con-
cerns of the American people.
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TROPICAL FOREST CONSERVATION
ACT OF 1998

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the bill (H.R. 2870) to
amend the Foreign Assistance Act of
1961 to facilitate protection of tropical
forests through debt reduction with de-
veloping countries with tropical for-
ests, with a Senate amendment there-
to, and concur in the Senate amend-
ment.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The Clerk read the Senate amend-
ment, as follows:

Senate amendment:

Strike out all after the enacting clause and
insert:

SECTION 1. DEBT REDUCTION FOR DEVELOPING

COUNTRIES WITH TROPICAL FOR-
ESTS.

The Foreign Assistance Act of 1961 (22 U.S.C.
2151 et seq.) is amended by adding at the end
the following:

“PART V—DEBT REDUCTION FOR DEVEL-
OPING COUNTRIES WITH TROPICAL
FORESTS

“SEC. 801. SHORT TITLE.

“This part may be cited as the ‘Tropical For-
est Conservation Act of 1998’.

“SEC. 802. FINDINGS AND PURPOSES.

““(a) FINDINGS.—The Congress finds the fol-
lowing:

““(1) It is the established policy of the United
States to support and seek protection of tropical
forests around the world.

““(2) Tropical forests provide a wide range of
benefits to humankind by—

“(A) harboring a major share of the Earth’s
biological and terrestrial resources, which are
the basis for developing pharmaceutical prod-
ucts and revitalizing agricultural crops;

““(B) playing a critical role as carbon sinks in
reducing greenhouse gases in the atmosphere,
thus moderating potential global climate
change; and

““(C) regulating hydrological cycles on which
far-flung agricultural and coastal resources de-
pend.

““(3) International negotiations and assistance
programs to conserve forest resources have pro-
liferated over the past decade, but the rapid rate
of tropical deforestation continues unabated.

““(4) Developing countries with urgent needs
for investment and capital for development have
allocated a significant amount of their forests to
logging concessions.

““(5) Poverty and economic pressures on the
populations of developing countries have, over
time, resulted in clearing of vast areas of forest
for conversion to agriculture, which is often
unsustainable in the poor soils underlying tropi-
cal forests.

“‘(6) Debt reduction can reduce economic pres-
sures on developing countries and result in in-
creased protection for tropical forests.

“(7) Finding economic benefits to local com-
munities from sustainable uses of tropical forests
is critical to the protection of tropical forests.

“(b) PURPOSES.—The purposes of this part
are—

‘(1) to recognize the values received by United
States citizens from protection of tropical for-
ests;

““(2) to facilitate greater protection of tropical
forests (and to give priority to protecting tropi-
cal forests with the highest levels of biodiversity
and under the most severe threat) by providing
for the alleviation of debt in countries where
tropical forests are located, thus allowing the
use of additional resources to protect these criti-
cal resources and reduce economic pressures
that have led to deforestation;

““(3) to ensure that resources freed from debt
in such countries are targeted to protection of
tropical forests and their associated values; and

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD —HOUSE

““(4) to rechannel existing resources to facili-
tate the protection of tropical forests.
“SEC. 803. DEFINITIONS.

““As used in this part:

‘(1) ADMINISTERING BODY.—The term ‘admin-
istering body’ means the entity provided for in
section 809(c).

““(2) APPROPRIATE CONGRESSIONAL COMMIT-
TEES.—The term ‘appropriate congressional com-
mittees’ means—

“(A) the Committee on International Rela-
tions and the Committee on Appropriations of
the House of Representatives; and

‘“(B) the Committee on Foreign Relations and
the Committee on Appropriations of the Senate.

““(3) BENEFICIARY COUNTRY.—The term ‘bene-
ficiary country’ means an eligible country with
respect to which the authority of section
806(a)(1), section 807(a)(1), or paragraph (1) or
(2) of section 808(a) is exercised.

‘“(4) BOARD.—The term ‘Board’ means the
board referred to in section 811.

‘“(5) DEVELOPING COUNTRY WITH A TROPICAL
FOREST.—The term ‘developing country with a
tropical forest’” means—

““(A)(i) a country that has a per capita income
of $725 or less in 1994 United States dollars
(commonly referred to as ‘low-income country’),
as determined and adjusted on an annual basis
by the International Bank for Reconstruction
and Development in its World Development Re-
port; or

‘“(ii) a country that has a per capita income of
more than $725 but less than $8,956 in 1994
United States dollars (commonly referred to as
‘middle-income country’), as determined and ad-
justed on an annual basis by the International
Bank for Reconstruction and Development in its
World Development Report; and

“(B) a country that contains at least one
tropical forest that is globally outstanding in
terms of its biological diversity or represents one
of the larger intact blocks of tropical forests left,
on a regional, continental, or global scale.

‘“(6) ELIGIBLE COUNTRY.—The term ‘eligible
country’ means a country designated by the
President in accordance with section 805.

““(7) TROPICAL FOREST AGREEMENT.—The term
‘Tropical Forest Agreement’ or ‘Agreement’
means a Tropical Forest Agreement provided for
in section 809.

‘“(8) TROPICAL FOREST FACILITY.—The term
“Tropical Forest Facility’ or ‘Facility’ means the
Tropical Forest Facility established in the De-
partment of the Treasury by section 804.

““(9) TROPICAL FOREST FUND.—The term ‘Trop-
ical Forest Fund’ or ‘Fund’ means a Tropical
Forest Fund provided for in section 810.

“SEC. 804. ESTABLISHMENT OF THE FACILITY.

“There is established in the Department of the
Treasury an entity to be known as the ‘Tropical
Forest Facility’ for the purpose of providing for
the administration of debt reduction in accord-
ance with this part.

“SEC. 805. ELIGIBILITY FOR BENEFITS.

““(a) IN GENERAL.—To be eligible for benefits
from the Facility under this part, a country
shall be a developing country with a tropical
forest—

‘(1) whose government meets the requirements
applicable to Latin American or Caribbean
countries under paragraphs (1) through (5) and
(7) of section 703(a) of this Act; and

““(2) that has put in place major investment
reforms, as evidenced by the conclusion of a bi-
lateral investment treaty with the United States,
implementation of an investment sector loan
with the Inter-American Development Bank,
World Bank-supported investment reforms, or
other measures, as appropriate.

““(b) ELIGIBILITY DETERMINATIONS.—

““(1) IN GENERAL.—Consistent with subsection
(a), the President shall determine whether a
country is eligible to receive benefits under this
part.

““(2) CONGRESSIONAL  NOTIFICATION.—The
President shall notify the appropriate congres-
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sional committees of his intention to designate a
country as an eligible country at least 15 days
in advance of any formal determination.

“SEC. 806. REDUCTION OF DEBT OWED TO THE
UNITED STATES AS A RESULT OF
CONCESSIONAL LOANS UNDER THE
FOREIGN ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1961.

““(a) AUTHORITY TO REDUCE DEBT.—

““(1) AUTHORITY.—The President may reduce
the amount owed to the United States (or any
agency of the United States) that is outstanding
as of January 1, 1998, as a result of concessional
loans made to an eligible country by the United
States under part | of this Act, chapter 4 of part
Il of this Act, or predecessor foreign economic
assistance legislation.

““(2) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
For the cost (as defined in section 502(5) of the
Federal Credit Reform Act of 1990) for the re-
duction of any debt pursuant to this section,
there are authorized to be appropriated to the
President—

““(A) $25,000,000 for fiscal year 1999;

““(B) $75,000,000 for fiscal year 2000; and

““(C) $100,000,000 for fiscal year 2001.

““(3) CERTAIN PROHIBITIONS INAPPLICABLE.—

““(A) IN GENERAL.—A reduction of debt pursu-
ant to this section shall not be considered assist-
ance for purposes of any provision of law limit-
ing assistance to a country.

““(B) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT.—The author-
ity of this section may be exercised notwith-
standing section 620(r) of this Act or section 321
of the International Development and Food As-
sistance Act of 1975.

““(b) IMPLEMENTATION OF DEBT REDUCTION.—

““(1) IN GENERAL.—AnNYy debt reduction pursu-
ant to subsection (a) shall be accomplished at
the direction of the Facility by the exchange of
a new obligation for obligations of the type re-
ferred to in subsection (a) outstanding as of the
date specified in subsection (a)(1).

*“(2) EXCHANGE OF OBLIGATIONS.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Facility shall notify
the agency primarily responsible for administer-
ing part | of this Act of an agreement entered
into under paragraph (1) with an eligible coun-
try to exchange a new obligation for outstand-
ing obligations.

““(B) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT.—At the di-
rection of the Facility, the old obligations that
are the subject of the agreement shall be can-
celed and a new debt obligation for the country
shall be established relating to the agreement,
and the agency primarily responsible for admin-
istering part | of this Act shall make an adjust-
ment in its accounts to reflect the debt reduc-
tion.

‘“(c) ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—
The following additional terms and conditions
shall apply to the reduction of debt under sub-
section (a)(1) in the same manner as such terms
and conditions apply to the reduction of debt
under section 704(a)(1) of this Act:

““(1) The provisions relating to repayment of
principal under section 705 of this Act.

““(2) The provisions relating to interest on new
obligations under section 706 of this Act.

“SEC. 807. REDUCTION OF DEBT OWED TO THE
UNITED STATES AS A RESULT OF
CREDITS EXTENDED UNDER TITLE |
OF THE AGRICULTURAL TRADE DE-
VELOPMENT AND ASSISTANCE ACT
OF 1954,

““(a) AUTHORITY TO REDUCE DEBT.—

“(1) AuTHORITY.—Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, the President may reduce the
amount owed to the United States (or any agen-
cy of the United States) that is outstanding as
of January 1, 1998, as a result of any credits ex-
tended under title | of the Agricultural Trade
Development and Assistance Act of 1954 (7
U.S.C. 1701 et seq.) to a country eligible for ben-
efits from the Facility.

““(2) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—For the cost (as defined in
section 502(5) of the Federal Credit Reform Act
of 1990) for the reduction of any debt pursuant
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to this section, there are authorized to be appro-
priated to the President—

““(i) $25,000,000 for fiscal year 1999;

““(ii) $50,000,000 for fiscal year 2000; and

““(iii) $50,000,000 for fiscal year 2001.

“(B) LIMITATION.—The authority provided by
this section shall be available only to the extent
that appropriations for the cost (as defined in
section 502(5) of the Federal Credit Reform Act
of 1990) of the modification of any debt pursu-
ant to this section are made in advance.

““(b) IMPLEMENTATION OF DEBT REDUCTION.—

““(1) IN GENERAL.—AnNYy debt reduction pursu-
ant to subsection (a) shall be accomplished at
the direction of the Facility by the exchange of
a new obligation for obligations of the type re-
ferred to in subsection (a) outstanding as of the
date specified in subsection (a)(1).

““(2) EXCHANGE OF OBLIGATIONS.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Facility shall notify
the Commodity Credit Corporation of an agree-
ment entered into under paragraph (1) with an
eligible country to exchange a new obligation
for outstanding obligations.

““(B) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT.—At the di-
rection of the Facility, the old obligations that
are the subject of the agreement shall be can-
celed and a new debt obligation shall be estab-
lished for the country relating to the agreement,
and the Commodity Credit Corporation shall
make an adjustment in its accounts to reflect
the debt reduction.

““(c) ADDITIONAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—
The following additional terms and conditions
shall apply to the reduction of debt under sub-
section (a)(1) in the same manner as such terms
and conditions apply to the reduction of debt
under section 604(a)(1) of the Agricultural Trade
Development and Assistance Act of 1954 (7
U.S.C. 1738c):

““(1) The provisions relating to repayment of
principal under section 605 of such Act.

““(2) The provisions relating to interest on new
obligations under section 606 of such Act.

“SEC. 808. AUTHORITY TO ENGAGE IN DEBT-FOR-
NATURE SWAPS AND DEBT
BUYBACKS.

‘“(a) LOANS AND CREDITS ELIGIBLE FOR SALE,
REDUCTION, OR CANCELLATION.—

‘(1) DEBT-FOR-NATURE SWAPS.—

““(A) IN GENERAL.—Notwithstanding any other
provision of law, the President may, in accord-
ance with this section, sell to any eligible pur-
chaser described in subparagraph (B) any
concessional loans described in section 806(a)(1)
or any credits described in section 807(a)(1), or
on receipt of payment from an eligible purchaser
described in subparagraph (B), reduce or cancel
such loans (or credits) or portion thereof, only
for the purpose of facilitating a debt-for-nature
swap to support eligible activities described in
section 809(d).

““(B) ELIGIBLE PURCHASER DESCRIBED.—A loan
or credit may be sold, reduced, or canceled
under subparagraph (A) only to a purchaser
who presents plans satisfactory to the President
for using the loan or credit for the purpose of
engaging in debt-for-nature swaps to support el-
igible activities described in section 809(d).

““(C) CONSULTATION REQUIREMENT.—Before
the sale under subparagraph (A) to any eligible
purchaser described in subparagraph (B), or
any reduction or cancellation under such sub-
paragraph (A), of any loan or credit made to an
eligible country, the President shall consult
with the country concerning the amount of
loans or credits to be sold, reduced, or canceled
and their uses for debt-for-nature swaps to sup-
port eligible activities described in section
809(d).

‘(D) AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS.—
For the cost (as defined in section 502(5) of the
Federal Credit Reform Act of 1990) for the re-
duction of any debt pursuant to subparagraph
(A), amounts authorized to appropriated under
sections 806(a)(2) and 807(a)(2) shall be made
available for such reduction of debt pursuant to
subparagraph (A).
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““(2) DEBT BUYBACKS.—Notwithstanding any
other provision of law, the President may, in ac-
cordance with this section, sell to any eligible
country any concessional loans described in sec-
tion 806(a)(1) or any credits described in section
807(a)(1), or on receipt of payment from an eligi-
ble country, reduce or cancel such loans (or
credits) or portion thereof, only for the purpose
of facilitating a debt buyback by an eligible
country of its own qualified debt, only if the eli-
gible country uses an additional amount of the
local currency of the eligible country, equal to
not less than the lessor of 40 percent of the price
paid for such debt by such eligible country, or
the difference between the price paid for such
debt and the face value of such debt, to support
eligible activities described in section 809(d).

““(3) LIMITATION.—The authority provided by
paragraphs (1) and (2) shall be available only to
the extent that appropriations for the cost (as
defined in section 502(5) of the Federal Credit
Reform Act of 1990) of the modification of any
debt pursuant to such paragraphs are made in
advance.

‘“(4) TERMS AND CONDITIONS.—Notwithstand-
ing any other provision of law, the President
shall, in accordance with this section, establish
the terms and conditions under which loans and
credits may be sold, reduced, or canceled pursu-
ant to this section.

““(5) ADMINISTRATION.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The Facility shall notify
the administrator of the agency primarily re-
sponsible for administering part | of this Act or
the Commodity Credit Corporation, as the case
may be, of eligible purchasers described in para-
graph (1)(B) that the President has determined
to be eligible under paragraph (1), and shall di-
rect such agency or Corporation, as the case
may be, to carry out the sale, reduction, or can-
cellation of a loan pursuant to such paragraph.

““(B) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT.—Such agen-
cy or Corporation, as the case may be, shall
make an adjustment in its accounts to reflect
the sale, reduction, or cancellation.

‘“(b) DEPOSIT OF PROCEEDS.—The proceeds
from the sale, reduction, or cancellation of any
loan sold, reduced, or canceled pursuant to this
section shall be deposited in the United States
Government account or accounts established for
the repayment of such loan.

“SEC. 809. TROPICAL FOREST AGREEMENT.

““(a) AUTHORITY.—

““(1) IN GENERAL.—The Secretary of State is
authorized, in consultation with other appro-
priate officials of the Federal Government, to
enter into a Tropical Forest Agreement with any
eligible country concerning the operation and
use of the Fund for that country.

‘“(2) CONSULTATION.—INn the negotiation of
such an Agreement, the Secretary shall consult
with the Board in accordance with section 811.

““(b) CONTENTS OF AGREEMENT.—The require-
ments contained in section 708(b) of this Act (re-
lating to contents of an agreement) shall apply
to an Agreement in the same manner as such re-
quirements apply to an Americas Framework
Agreement.

“(c) ADMINISTERING BoDY.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Amounts disbursed from
the Fund in each beneficiary country shall be
administered by a body constituted under the
laws of that country.

“(2) COMPOSITION.—

“(A) IN GENERAL.—The administering body
shall consist of—

‘(i) one or more individuals appointed by the
United States Government;

‘“(ii) one or more individuals appointed by the
government of the beneficiary country; and

““(iii) individuals who represent a broad range
of—

“(1) environmental nongovernmental organi-
zations of, or active in, the beneficiary country;

“(I1) local community development non-
governmental organizations of the beneficiary
country; and
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‘(1) scientific, academic, or forestry organi-
zations of the beneficiary country.

““(B) ADDITIONAL REQUIREMENT.—A majority
of the members of the administering body shall
be individuals described in subparagraph
(A)(iii).

““(3) RESPONSIBILITIES.—The requirements
contained in section 708(c)(3) of this Act (relat-
ing to responsibilities of the administering body)
shall apply to an administering body described
in paragraph (1) in the same manner as such re-
quirements apply to an administering body de-
scribed in section 708(c)(1) of this Act.

“(d) ELIGIBLE ACTIVITIES.—Amounts depos-
ited in a Fund shall be used only to provide
grants to conserve, maintain, and restore the
tropical forests in the beneficiary country,
through one or more of the following activities:

‘(1) Establishment, restoration, protection,
and maintenance of parks, protected areas, and
reserves.

‘“(2) Development and implementation of sci-
entifically sound systems of natural resource
management, including land and ecosystem
management practices.

““(3) Training programs to increase the sci-
entific, technical, and managerial capacities of
individuals and organizations involved in con-
servation efforts.

““(4) Restoration, protection, or sustainable
use of diverse animal and plant species.

““(5) Research and identification of medicinal
uses of tropical forest plant life to treat human
diseases and illnesses and health related con-
cerns.

‘“(6) Development and support of the liveli-
hoods of individuals living in or near a tropical
forest in a manner consistent with protecting
such tropical forest.

‘‘(e) GRANT RECIPIENTS.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—Grants made from a Fund
shall be made to—

“(A) nongovernmental environmental, for-
estry, conservation, and indigenous peoples or-
ganizations of, or active in, the beneficiary
country;

““(B) other appropriate local or regional enti-
ties of, or active in, the beneficiary country; or

““(C) in exceptional circumstances, the govern-
ment of the beneficiary country.

“(2) PRIORITY.—INn providing grants under
paragraph (1), priority shall be given to projects
that are run by nongovernmental organizations
and other private entities and that involve local
communities in their planning and execution.

“(f) REVIEW OF LARGER GRANTS.—AnNy grant
of more than $100,000 from a Fund shall be sub-
ject to veto by the Government of the United
States or the government of the beneficiary
country.

““(9) ELIGIBILITY CRITERIA.—IN the event that
a country ceases to meet the eligibility require-
ments set forth in section 805(a), as determined
by the President pursuant to section 805(b), then
grants from the Fund for that country may only
be made to nongovernmental organizations until
such time as the President determines that such
country meets the eligibility requirements set
forth in section 805(a).

“SEC. 810. TROPICAL FOREST FUND.

‘“(a) ESTABLISHMENT.—Each beneficiary coun-
try that enters into a Tropical Forest Agreement
under section 809 shall be required to establish
a Tropical Forest Fund to receive payments of
interest on new obligations undertaken by the
beneficiary country under this part.

““(b) REQUIREMENTS RELATING TO OPERATION
OF FUND.—The following terms and conditions
shall apply to the Fund in the same manner as
such terms as conditions apply to an Enterprise
for the Americas Fund under section 707 of this
Act:

““(1) The provision relating to deposits under
subsection (b) of such section.

“(2) The provision relating to investments
under subsection (c) of such section.

““(3) The provision relating to disbursements
under subsection (d) of such section.
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“SEC. 811. BOARD.

‘“(a) ENTERPRISE FOR THE AMERICAS BOARD.—
The Enterprise for the Americas Board estab-
lished under section 610(a) of the Agricultural
Trade Development and Assistance Act of 1954
(7 U.S.C. 1738i(a)) shall, in addition to carrying
out the responsibilities of the Board under sec-
tion 610(c) of such Act, carry out the duties de-
scribed in subsection (c) of this section for the
purposes of this part.

““(b) ADDITIONAL MEMBERSHIP.—

“(1) IN GENERAL.—The Enterprise for the
Americas Board shall be composed of an addi-
tional four members appointed by the President
as follows:

“(A) Two representatives from the United
States Government, including a representative
of the International Forestry Division of the
United States Forest Service.

“(B) Two representatives from private non-
governmental environmental, scientific, forestry,
or academic organizations with experience and
expertise in preservation, maintenance, sustain-
able uses, and restoration of tropical forests.

““(2) CHAIRPERSON.—Notwithstanding section
610(b)(2) of the Agricultural Trade Development
and Assistance Act of 1954 (7 U.S.C. 1738i(b)(2)),
the Enterprise for the Americas Board shall be
headed by a chairperson who shall be appointed
by the President from among the representatives
appointed under section 610(b)(1)(A) of such Act
or paragraph (1)(A) of this subsection.

““(c) DuTIES.—The duties described
subsection are as follows:

‘(1) Advise the Secretary of State on the nego-
tiations of Tropical Forest Agreements.

““(2) Ensure, in consultation with—

“(A) the government of the beneficiary coun-
try,
“(B) nongovernmental organizations of the
beneficiary country,

““(C) nongovernmental organizations of the re-
gion (if appropriate),

“(D) environmental, scientific, forestry, and
academic leaders of the beneficiary country,
and

“(E) environmental, scientific, forestry, and
academic leaders of the region (as appropriate),
that a suitable administering body is identified
for each Fund.

““(3) Review the programs, operations, and fis-
cal audits of each administering body.

“SEC. 812. CONSULTATIONS WITH THE CON-
GRESS.

“The President shall consult with the appro-
priate congressional committees on a periodic
basis to review the operation of the Facility
under this part and the eligibility of countries
for benefits from the Facility under this part.
“SEC. 813. ANNUAL REPORTS TO THE CONGRESS.

““(a) IN GENERAL.—Not later than December 31
of each year, the President shall prepare and
transmit to the Congress an annual report con-
cerning the operation of the Facility for the
prior fiscal year. Such report shall include—

““(1) a description of the activities undertaken
by the Facility during the previous fiscal year;

““(2) a description of any Agreement entered
into under this part;

““(3) a report on any Funds that have been es-
tablished under this part and on the operations
of such Funds; and

““(4) a description of any grants that have
been provided by administering bodies pursuant
to Agreements under this part.

““(b) SUPPLEMENTAL VIEWS IN ANNUAL RE-
PORT.—Not later than December 15 of each year,
each member of the Board shall be entitled to re-
ceive a copy of the report required under sub-
section (a). Each member of the Board may pre-
pare and submit supplemental views to the
President on the implementation of this part by
December 31 for inclusion in the annual report
when it is transmitted to Congress pursuant to
this section.”.

Mr. GILMAN (during the reading).
Mr. Speaker, | ask unanimous consent

in this
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that the Senate amendment be consid-
ered as read and printed in the RECORD.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
EWING). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the original request of the
gentleman from New York?

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, reserv-
ing the right to object, | yield to the
gentleman from New York (Mr. GiL-
MAN), to explain the measure.

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman from Ohio for yielding
to me.

Mr. Speaker, this measure was intro-
duced last November by the gentlemen
from Ohio, Mr. PORTMAN and Mr. KA-
SICH, and the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. HAMILTON). The bill enjoys wide
bipartisan support and is supported by
the administration.

Mr. Speaker, tropical forests are
home to roughly half of all known spe-
cies of plants and animals. Under pres-
sure from man, these forests are dis-
appearing at rate of almost 1 percent
per year, roughly 1 football field lost
every second, or an area the size of
Pennsylvania each year.

Most of these forests are also located
in developing countries, and most of
these countries are poor, with crushing
debt burdens. In short, this bill author-
izes the President to offer up to $325
million in debt owed to our govern-
ment by the developing nations, a
small fraction of the $15 billion they
currently owe. The loans were made by
the Agency for International Develop-
ment and the Department of Agri-
culture.

The bill specifically references the
conditions for the government to ob-
tain such debt relief. These conditions
include having a democratic govern-
ment, a favorable climate for private
sector investment, cooperation on nar-
cotics matters, and no State-sponsored
terrorism.

The bill enjoys wide support from en-
vironmental groups, such groups as the

World Wildlife Fund, Conservation
International, The Nature Conser-
vancy, the Environmental Defense

Fund, and the Sierra Club.

The Senate passed H.R. 2870 with a
number of technical changes and clari-
fying amendments.

First, the Senate restored provisions
of importance to the House after the
Senate companion bill was reported
from the Senate Foreign Relations
Committee and before the Senate
passed the House bill, as amended.

These include insuring, one, tropical
forests that are important on a re-
gional basis may be protected under
the bill, and secondly, one of the eligi-
ble activities under the bill is research
and identification of medicinal uses of
tropical forest plant life to treat
human diseases.

In sum, the Senate amendments also
accomplish the following four objec-
tives:
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First, they made a number of
changes to ensure that the funds for
this program are used only to conserve
and protect tropical forests through a
specific list of eligible activities that
were enumerated in the House bill but
were tightened up in the Senate.

Secondly, they deleted the require-
ment that a Nation have a minimal
level of environmental policies and
practices in place to qualify for its eli-
gibility. The Senate noted that the ad-
ministration should have flexibility in
administering the program, and that
one of the purposes of the Act was to
encourage such policies and practices.

Third, they made forestry organiza-
tions with expertise in conserving trop-
ical forests part of the local admin-
istering bodies and board overseeing
this program, including a representa-
tive of the International Forestry Divi-
sion of the U.S. Forest Service.

Fourth, they deleted a House provi-
sion requiring the President to notify
congressional committees 15 days in
advance of debt reduction, in exchange
for the letter agreement by the Treas-
ury Department to give the authoriz-
ing committees the same notification
they currently give the Committee on
Appropriations with respect to debt re-
duction transactions.

This has the benefit of standardizing
procedures so that the administrative
burden at the Treasury Department
will not be increased. Congress can give
Treasury early notification of coun-
tries that are suspect for such trans-
actions, and Congress will receive more
information about these transactions
than it does now. | also note our sup-
port for debt relief to Bangladesh under
this bill.

I urge support for the bill, and I com-
mend the gentleman from Ohio (Mr.
PORTMAN), the gentleman from Indiana
(Mr. HAMILTON), and the gentleman
from Ohio (Mr. Kasich), for introducing
this important environmental measure.

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, re-
claiming my time, | want to thank the
chairman for that explanation of the
changes in the bill, and tell him that |
very much appreciate his willingness
to work closely with us over the past
several months in putting this product
together. It was his willingness to take
this bill to his committee and expedite
it that enabled us to be here today on
the floor to pass what is truly historic
legislation.

As the gentleman from New York
(Mr. GILMAN) said, we passed this bill
on March 19 by a strong vote of 356 to
61. Since then, as the gentleman from
New York (Mr. GILMAN) has said, we
worked closely with the Senate on a
day-to-day basis. They made what |
think were very good and technical and
clarifying changes, as the gentleman
from New York (Mr. GILMAN) has just
explained, and actually improves the
legislation and makes it a better bill.

I want to thank Senator LUGAR, who
took the lead in the Senate, and also
Senator BROWNBACK, who improved the
bill, and Senators BIDEN, CHAFEE, and
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LEAHY for their hard work on this leg-
islation.

The bill links two very important
facts of life. One is that tropical forests
are disappearing at a very rapid rate.
He mentioned the state of Pennsyl-
vania. An area larger than the State of
Ohio is being destroyed every year in
terms of our tropical forests worldwide.

This has an impact on us, directly on
our environment, our air quality, but
also with regard to medicinal benefits
and so on, as the gentleman from New
York (Mr. GILMAN) said. That is one
fact of life.

The second is that these tropical for-
ests happen to be located in countries
that have tremendous debts to the
United States. Therefore, we have an
opportunity here, and this bill does in
3 years what is cost-free to the tax-
payers, which is debt buybacks author-
ized by this bill.

Building on President Bush’s Enter-
prise for the Americas initiative, it
also permits us as a Congress to be able
to do what are called debt-for-nature
swaps; in other words, the so-called
swapping their debt for their ability to
preserve tropical forests in their coun-
tries.

Next is to allow third parties to come
in and purchase debt, which will save
tropical forests worldwide. It is a very
commonsense free market approach to
one of our most pressing environ-
mental problems globally. 1 want to
again thank the chairman for taking
the lead on this.
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I also want to thank two other Mem-
bers who could not be here with us
right now. One is the gentleman from
Indiana (Mr. HAMILTON) on the other
side of the aisle, and the other is the
gentleman from Ohio (Mr. KAsICH) who
took the lead as being original cospon-
sors of this legislation and pushing it
through the process. There are many
other people to thank: the Nature Con-
servancy, Conservation International,
World Wildlife Fund and other outside
groups, my chief of staff, John
Bridgeland.

This is a great example of how work-
ing together we can truly address
pressing problems, in this case a press-
ing environmental problem. | look for-
ward to working with the gentleman
from New York (Mr. GILMAN) and oth-
ers to ensure this bill is funded this
year. Again, we have expedited it so
that that is possible, also that it be im-
plemented in a manner that truly pro-
tects these invaluable resources round
the globe.

Mr. Speaker, continuing my reserva-
tion of objection, | yield to the gen-
tleman from New York (Mr. GILMAN).

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, again, |
want to thank the gentleman from
Ohio (Mr. PORTMAN) for his leadership
on a very important environmental
measure that our side of the aisle fully
supports.

Mr. HAMILTON. Mr. Speaker, | rise in sup-
port of this bill.
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The Tropical Forest Conservation Act of
1998, has two important objectives:

First, it seeks to preserve tropical forests by
establishing a framework that brings together
environmental resources and expertise in the
U.S. with non-governmental and environ-
mental organizations in the beneficiary coun-
try.

Second, the bill seeks to address the issue
of debt reduction. Most tropical forests are lo-
cated in countries saddled with massive debt.
Some of these debts are owed to the U.S.
This bill enables a participating country to re-
duce the debt it owes to the U.S. by restruc-
turing its loans or by participating in debt buy-
backs or debt-swaps.

Third, this bill focuses on the establishment,
restoration, protection, and management of
tropical forests to ensure a well-planned and
well-managed program. It also ensures ac-
countability and results by establishing strict
oversight controls.

This bill was passed by the House on March
19, 1998 by a bipartisan vote of 356-61. The
Senate passed this bill unanimously yesterday
with several positive amendments. The Sen-
ate: (1) deleted the requirement that a country
have a minimum level of environmental poli-
cies and practices in place to qualify under the
program. The purpose of this bill is to encour-
age such activities and policies; (2) made
clear that funds under the program may only
be used to conserve and protect tropical for-
ests; (3) deleted two purposes for these pro-
grams, the mitigation of greenhouse gases
and support for local cultures from eligible ac-
tivities under the bill. These were viewed as
unnecessary; (4) deleted a requirement for
634A notification before funds are obligated
for debt reduction. It is understood that the
Administration will voluntarily provide such no-
tice; and (5) added forestry organizations in
the beneficiary countries to membership in the
administering body and board and makes
them eligible to receive grants.

This is a good bill. | urge my colleagues to
join me in passing this bill.

Mr. BEREUTER. Mr. Speaker, this Member
rises in the strong support of H.R. 2870, the
Tropical Forest Protection Act and congratu-
lates the distinguished gentleman from Ohio
[Mr. RoBB PORTMAN] for introducing this impor-
tant legislation. The world’s tropical forests,
which are biodiverse, economically crucial,
and ecologically irreplaceable, are now rapidly
disappearing. Many of these forests are lo-
cated within developing nations that are heav-
ily dependent upon foreign aid and burdened
by extensive external debt. H.R. 2870 enacts
measures to protect these fragile and complex
ecosystems from further exploitation by provid-
ing a unique solution to two pressing global
problems—third world debt and deforestation.

Mr. Speaker, twelve years ago this Member
offered one of the first “Debt-for-Nature”
swaps as an amendment to the International
Financial Institutions Act. This earlier legisla-
tion called on the World Bank to initiate dis-
cussions to “facilitate debt-for-development
swaps for human welfare and environmental
conservation.”

Also, this Member strongly supported the
1990 legislative initiative known as “Enterprise
for the Americas” (EAI) introduced by Presi-
dent George Bush which provided debt relief
for the countries of Latin America in return for
investments by these nations in environmental
protection. This initiative remains in effect
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today, serving as an engine of growth to the
Latin American economy and establishing as
its legacy some of the largest tropical forest
parks in the world throughout the region.

H.R. 2870 is a creative variation on the EAI
theme. Several constituents from this Mem-
ber's home state of Nebraska have expressed
their support for this legislation. One letter in
particular detailed a family’s involvement in
making a record of the plants and herbs found
in tropical forests in an on-going effort to iden-
tify new medicines. This legislation will pre-
serve and protect rain forests in order that
these efforts can continue, benefiting mankind
by identifying new cures to diseases.

Mr. Speaker, this Member is particularly
pleased that Bangladesh is eligible for debt re-
lief under the provisions of H.R. 2870. Ban-
gladesh is a country the size of the state of
Wisconsin with a population estimated at 125
million. Due to the pressure put on this small
nation’s land resources, there is now a serious
deforestation problem in Bangladesh. Ban-
gladesh’s topography makes it prone to natu-
ral disasters, especially floods, which were
particularly severe in 1988 when two-thirds of
Bangladesh’s sixty-four districts experienced
extensive flood damage.

Bangladesh, one of the world’s poorest na-
tions, is also struggling with overwhelming PL—
480 debt. At the beginning of this year, Ban-
gladesh’s PL-480 debt amounted to $501.7
million. This debt, accumulated over more
than a decade, now requires substantial pay-
ments which Bangladesh, one of the world’'s
poorest nations, can ill afford. My colleagues
may recall that an oversight prevented this
matter from being addressed in 1993 when
debt forgiveness legislation was approved for
many other significant debtor countries. Any fi-
nancial assistance given to Bangladesh is ne-
gated by the payments it is now required to
make on its PL-480 debt, rather than being di-
rected towards worthwhile projects designed
to stabilize population growth, establish health
programs, and build democracy.

To be eligible for debt reduction under H.R.
2870, a country must contain an appropriate
tropical forest and meet specific economic and
political criteria. At the March 10, 1998, mark-
up of this legislation by the Committee on
International Relations, the Administration tes-
tified that Bangladesh did indeed possess the
requisite tropical forests of regional impor-
tance.

The region in Bangladesh known as
Chittagong and the Chittagong Hill Tracts con-
tain much of Bangladesh'’s tropical rain for-
ests. Over the years, however, this area has
suffered greatly from the effects of consistent
soil erosion and deforestation due to Ban-
gladesh’s ever-expanding human population
as well as the effects of natural disasters. It
remains, however, the home of biodiversity as
well as a variety of wild animals, to include the
world-famous and endangered Royal Bengal
Tiger.

The political eligibility criteria in H.R. 2870
require the debtor country to have a democrat-
ically-elected government which is not pursu-
ing egregious policies in the area of human
rights, narcotics, or terrorism. The State De-
partment has confirmed that Bangladesh
meets this political criteria.

The economic eligibility criteria requires the
debtor country to have in place or be making
progress toward an IMF arrangement, World
Bank structural or sectoral adjustment loans if
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necessary; to have put in place major invest-
ment reforms; and, if appropriate, to have
agreed with its commercial bank lenders on a
satisfactory lending program.

It is this Member's understanding that the
IMF is negotiating a potential staff-monitored
program with Bangladesh. In addition, as evi-
dence of major investment reforms, Ban-
gladesh has concluded a bilateral investment
treaty with the United States.

On a preliminary basis, the Department of
the Treasury has determined that if Ban-
gladesh concludes its negotiations on an IMF
staff-monitored program, it should meet with
economic eligibility requirements for debt re-
duction under this legislation.

Based on the above, this Member con-
cludes that Bangladesh does indeed meet all
three provisions of this legislation. Debt
buybacks such as are envisioned in this legis-
lation would permit Bangladesh address its lin-
gering debt problem, while preserving its
threatened tropical forests.

In conclusion, Mr. Speaker, this Member
would again like to thank the distinguished
gentleman from Ohio [Mr. PORTMAN] for intro-
ducing this important piece of legislation. This
Member would also commend the efforts of
the Chairman of the Committee on Inter-
national Relations, the distinguished gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. GIiLMAN] for the
leadership he had demonstrated over the
years on environmental matters.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. GILMAN. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that all Members
have 5 legislative days within which to
revise and extend their remarks on the
matter being considered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
EwWING). Is there objection to the re-
quest of the gentleman from New
York?

There was no objection.

Mr. PORTMAN. Mr. Speaker, | with-
draw my reservation of objection.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the initial request of the
gentleman from New York?

There was no objection.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

CHILD CUSTODY PROTECTION ACT

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, by direc-
tion of the Committee on Rules, | call
up House Resolution 499 and ask for its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read the resolution, as fol-
lows:

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this
resolution it shall be in order to consider in
the House the bill (H.R. 3682) to amend title
18, United States Code, to prohibit taking
minors across State lines to avoid laws re-
quiring the involvement of parents in abor-
tion decisions. The bill shall be considered as
read for amendment. The amendment rec-
ommended by the Committee on the Judici-
ary now printed in the bill shall be consid-
ered as adopted. The previous question shall
be considered as ordered on the bill, as
amended, to final passage without interven-
ing motion except: (1) two hours of debate on
the bill, as amended, equally divided and
controlled by the chairman and ranking mi-
nority member of the Committee on the Ju-
diciary; and (2) one motion to recommit with
or without instructions.
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The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tlewoman from North Carolina (Mrs.
MYRICK) is recognized for 1 hour.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, for the
purpose of debate only, | yield the cus-
tomary 30 minutes to the gentlewoman
from New York (Ms. SLAUGHTER), pend-
ing which | yield myself such time as |
may consume. During consideration of
this resolution, all time yielded is for
the purpose of debate only.

Yesterday, the Committee on Rules
met and granted a closed rule for H.R.
3682, the Child Custody Protection Act.
The rule provides for consideration of
H.R. 3682 in the House with 2 hours of
debate equally divided between the
chairman and ranking minority mem-
ber of the Committee on the Judiciary.
It also provides the Committee on the
Judiciary amendment now printed in
the bill will be considered as adopted.
Finally, the rule provides for one mo-
tion to recommit with or without in-
structions.

Mr. Speaker, the Child Custody Pro-
tection Act is important to any parent
who has a teenage daughter. As we
know, people in several States have re-
cently decided that a parent should
know before their child has an abor-
tion. We all hope that our teenage
daughters have the wisdom to avoid
pregnancy, but if they make a mistake,
a parent is best able to provide advice
and counseling. Also more than anyone
else, a parent knows their child’s medi-
cal history. For these reasons, my
home State of North Carolina requires
a parent to know before their child
checks into an abortion clinic, as does
the State of Pennsylvania.

Last month, though, the Senate
Committee on the Judiciary heard
chilling testimony about how law-
breaking citizens risk children’s lives
by taking them from their parents for
out-of-State abortions. Before the Sen-
ate Committee on the Judiciary, Joyce
Farley, a mother from Pennsylvania,
told the tragic story of her 13-year-old
daughter.

Three years ago this summer, a
stranger took Mrs. Farley’s child out
of school, provided her with alcohol,
transported her out of State to have an
abortion, falsified medical records at
the abortion clinic and abandoned her
in a town 30 miles away, frightened and
bleeding. Why? Because this stranger’s
adult son had raped Joyce Farley’s
teenage daughter, and she was des-
perate to cover up her son’s tracks.
Even worse, this all may have been
legal. It is perfectly legal to avoid pa-
rental abortion consent and notifica-
tion laws by driving children to an-
other State. This is wrong, and it has
to be stopped.

According to the Reproductive Law
and Policy Center, a pro-abortion
group in New York, thousands of adults
across the country carry children over
State lines to get abortions in States
without parental notification laws.
These clinics advertise in the yellow
pages that no parental consent is need-
ed. So-called men in their 20s and 30s
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coerce teenage girls to have abortions
out of State and without their parents’
knowledge.

The Child Custody Protection Act
will put a stop to this child abuse. If
passed, the law would make it a crime
to transport a minor across State lines
to avoid laws that require parental
consent or notification before an abor-
tion.

Right now a parent in Charlotte,
North Carolina, must grant permission
before the school nurse gives their
child an aspirin, but a parent cannot
prevent a stranger from taking their
child out of school and up to New York
City for an abortion. This is plain non-
sense. It has to be stopped.

Let us do something to help thou-
sands of children in this country. Let
us pass the Child Custody Protection
Act and put an end to the absurd no-
tion that there is some sort of con-
stitutional right for an adult stranger
to secretly take someone’s teenage
daughter into a different State for an
abortion.

I urge my colleagues to support this
rule and support the underlying legis-
lation.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

(Ms. SLAUGHTER asked and was
given permission to revise and extend
her remarks.)

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, |
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume. | thank the gentlewoman from
North Carolina for yielding me the cus-
tomary 30 minutes.

Mr. Speaker, | oppose this closed
rule. The majority claims to favor full
and free debate on important issues
but, however, on this controversial bill
the majority has chosen to prohibit
any amendments from being offered.
Although no amendments will be al-
lowed, the rule allows two hours of de-
bate instead of the usual one. This pro-
posed rule for floor consideration
might lead a cynic to believe that the
majority does not want to actually per-
fect legislation on a health and privacy
issue. But, no, this process and this
rule do not foster deliberation, but are
more conducive to a 2-hour campaign
sound bite designed to label opponents
of this bill as antiparent and
antifamily.

I must also voice my strong concerns
with the bill made in order by this
rule. The so-called Child Custody Pro-
tection Act has the potential to in-
crease the number of unsafe, back-
alley abortions in this country and to
place the lives and health of young
women at risk.

This bill would criminalize the act of
bringing a minor across State lines to
obtain an abortion without parental
consent. Make no mistake, | have very
serious concerns about unwanted preg-
nancies and abortions among young
women, but my colleagues who support
this bill fail to understand that those
young women who have healthy family
relationships will seek parental in-
volvement and consent. But we know
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that far too many young people do not
live in either intact or supportive fami-
lies. Indeed, a family member may
have been responsible for the preg-
nancy.

Congress cannot legislate healthy,
open family relationships. This bill
will force some young women to seek
unsafe abortions placing their health
and even their lives at risk.

We would all hope that a pregnant
minor would have the support and the
proper medical care that she needs.
However, if the medical well-being of
the minor is our concern, Members
should vote against the bill.

Does anyone believe that a minor
driven by this bill to seek an abortion
alone by herself, because the bill does
allow her to go alone, will fare better
than a minor who has a relative or
friend to go with her to make sure that
she is all right?

This bill could result in the death or
permanent disability of young women
forced to seek abortions without the
support of the adults that she may
trust because they will be afraid of im-
prisonment if they help her, even if
they talk with her.

Now, some claim that this bill is
about States rights to enforce States
laws, but if that is the rationale of this
bill, this bill is far too narrow. Why not
put a prohibition on selling any guns
to out-of-State buyers who are evading
their own State’s guns regulation? My
State of New York would be far safer if
that prohibition were law.

Perhaps we should consider passing a
law to prevent people from shopping in
other States where the sales taxes are
lower than in their State. Maybe
Americans should be prevented from
going to casinos if they are from a
State where gambling is illegal.

Of course, such laws would be both ri-
diculous and unconstitutional. Harvard
Professor Lawrence Tribe has stated
that H.R. 3682 violates the Constitution
in the three following ways:

One, it breaches the constitutional
principles of federalism; two, it im-
poses an undue burden upon the con-
stitutional right to choose an abortion;
three, it lacks the constitutionally re-
quired emergency exception for cir-
cumstances where the health of the
pregnant minor would require travel
across State lines for an abortion.

When a distinguished scholar raises
constitutional objections about a bill,
it is folly to prohibit Members from
amending the bill to meet those objec-
tions. But, unfortunately, the support-
ers of this law have decided once again
to flout the Constitution and the prin-
ciples of health care and confidential-
ity in their unending quest to make
abortion inaccessible, if not illegal.

They do not expect this bill to be-
come law. In fact, they know that it
will not. They do expect, however, to
score political points with particular
special interest groups. President Clin-
ton’s advisors have recommended he
veto the bill in its current form.

If the bill’s proponents are serious
about enacting this bill into law, they
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will join me in voting to defeat the pre-
vious question. And if the previous
question is defeated, | will offer an
amendment to the rule to make in
order all of the amendments submitted
to the Committee on Rules. That would
allow the House to perfect the bill so
that it might really have a chance of
enactment into law.

Mr. Speaker, | oppose this closed rule
because it circumvents thoughtful con-
sideration of an important public
health issue. I urge my colleagues to
defeat the previous question, defeat the
closed rule, and, most importantly, de-
feat the underlying bill.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, it is my
understanding that State parental no-
tification laws already have all medi-
cal exceptions and judicial bypass pro-
cedures to provide for a child’s health
in them.

Mr. Speaker, | yield such time as she
may consume to the gentlewoman from
Florida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN).

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, |
rise in strong support of the rule to
H.R. 3682, the Child Custody Protection
Act.

This much-needed legislation will as-
sure that the rights of parents across
the Nation are not trampled by strang-
ers who, without the knowledge of the
parents, take the minor girls to obtain
an abortion. This bill, H.R. 3682, would
assure that the State’s parental con-
sent or notification laws are not
evaded by these unscrupulous persons
who seek to play and pretend to be
mother and father to our children.

Right now 16 States have parental
consent laws on abortion, and 10 others
have parental notification laws. Yet
these are for naught because the abor-
tion clinics are able to bypass these
laws. This common-sense legislation
that is before us today is what is need-
ed to make sure that our State laws
are respected.

This bill will assure that what will
not happen is what happened to Joyce
Farley who was with us this morning.
She described a terrible situation in
her family where her daughter, without
Mrs. Farley even knowing about it, was
transferred to another State in order
to have an abortion. And then what
happened was, because abortion is a se-
rious medical procedure that could
have life-threatening ramifications,
Mrs. Farley had her young daughter in
a very difficult physical state, and this
is not legislation that we should really
worry so much about.

Some Members are saying, this is a
constitutionally  sacred, protected
right of abortion. Yet nowhere in these
Supreme Court decisions does it say
that the abortion mills should have the
right to transfer and transport girls
across State lines to have an abortion
without the girl’s parents even know-
ing about it.

This bill will assure that this does
not happen, again, by making it a Fed-
eral offense for an adult to transport a
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minor across State lines from a State
which has consent or notification laws
to a State without them in order to ob-
tain an abortion.

Across the Nation, Mr. Speaker, our
children are required to obtain paren-
tal permission slips for field trips, for
medication in schools and other things.
I know in my community of Miami,
Florida, we have one of the largest pub-
lic school systems, and we have forms
that the parents need to fill out if your
child is going to be given an aspirin or
given any kind of medication in school.
We have forms that parents have to fill
out if your child is going to be taken
with the school on an organized and su-
pervised field trip.
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We have forms that the parents have
to fill out if they want to take their
child early from the school grounds.
Yet for an abortion, no such consent or
notification is required and, in fact, a
child can be transported across State
lines for this sensitive and serious op-
eration.

These requirements in the schools
are in place to ensure that parents are
aware of their minor children’s activi-
ties and to ensure their safety. Is it too
much to ask that our children, who re-
quire parental consent to take aspirins
in schools, that they receive these
forms, yet for a possibly life-threaten-
ing medical procedure, with serious
physical and mental ramifications, no
such consent should be given? | do not
think so, Mr. Speaker.

I would like to show my colleagues
some of the ads that have been placed
in publications in Pennsylvania. These
are ads in the Pennsylvania telephone
directory saying, ‘“Come to Pennsyl-
vania?”’ No. ““Come to Maryland.”” This
is an ad in Pennsylvania saying come
to Maryland for this abortion proce-
dure because, children, there is no pa-
rental consent in our State of Mary-
land.

Here is another ad, again in Pennsyl-
vania, where it says, ‘““Come to a clinic
in Pennsylvania?’”’ No. ““Come to a clin-
ic in New Jersey.” An ad in Pennsyl-
vania for an abortion clinic in New Jer-
sey, and they are trying to lure chil-
dren from their parents, lure children
away at this very sensitive time, where
they could be discussing this difficult
decision with their parent.

Now, is this a common sense bill? Of
course, it is, Mr. Speaker. In fact, there
was a poll recently done, and | know
the gentlewoman from North Carolina
(Mrs. MYRIcK) alluded to it, showing 85
percent of the people say yes to the
Ros-Lehtinen and Abraham Child Cus-
tody Protection Act. When they were
asked should a person be able to take a
minor girl across State lines to obtain
an abortion without her parents’
knowledge, they say no, of course not.
No, strongly agreed, 78 percent; no,
somewhat disagree, 7 percent. So 85
percent say, of course, parents should
have the right to be informed about
this decision. Parents should be there
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to help their minor girls. And | urge
my colleagues to support the rule for
3682.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 4 minutes to the gentlewoman
from Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE).

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, | thank the gentlewoman for
yielding me this time and for her lead-
ership.

Frankly, I think that most Ameri-
cans would opt to answer a question
when asked if some person should be
able to take our children across State
lines to encourage or to create the op-
portunity for an abortion, all parents
and people who care would be in great
opposition to something posed in that
manner.

This is a debate among friends.
Frankly, there is a great deal of re-
spect for those who support this legis-
lation, and | hope for those who oppose
it. But what we need to discuss now is
the reality of what this very good
sounding legislation will do.

First of all, it will be intrusive, be-
cause 33 States do have these laws and
the remainder do not. In fact, the law
that we are trying to pass does not an-
swer the concern of what is going on in
American families. All of us would
hope and advocate that every family in
America be an Ozzie and Harriet fam-
ily. Two parents discussing issues with
their children, sitting at the dinner
table, having the family picnic, and the
regular vacation.

But my friends we must open our
eyes. Most young women have to enter-
tain in their lives abuse and/or incest.
One-third of those who seek abortions,
young women, have been the victim of
violence in the home. They have been
the victim of incest. And that is the
reason that this particular legislation,
although it sounds pretty, does not an-
swer the question of reality.

And frankly, I am disappointed in the
Committee on Rules, because | thought
that they would welcome a more open
and a more deliberative dialogue and
debate. But yet they have offered to
have a closed rule so that those of us
who have opposition to the limitations
of this law could not readily come to
the floor and debate it in an open man-
ner. It is a shame to say that a fix is in
in the Committee on Rules. And it hap-
pens time after time after time when
Democrats have reasonably thought
out amendments, amendments that
make sense, and yet the Committee on
Rules sees fit to have a closed rule.

What am | talking about? The grand-
mother rule. Do my colleagues realize
that this legislation will hold a grand-
mother criminally liable, with a sen-
tence of 1 year in jail, if because of her
caring, loving attitude the young
woman has come to her and asked her
for advice. What about the male part-
ner; does he not have any responsibil-
ity? Are our minds so limited that we
cannot recall the tragedy of the two
New Jersey teenagers? What did they
do? Alleged and convicted of Killing
their baby because they had no one to
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talk to. But yet they both came from
prominent families.

This does not make sense. Or maybe
we are not familiar with Alisha.

My mom is a single parent and is in a
treatment facility for drugs and alcohol. 1
got pregnant while my mom was still in
treatment. | am not ready to raise a child at
this point in my life. The father of my child
doesn’t want the child. My mother is not fi-
nancially able. I am also a patient through
MHMRA, which is a mental health and retar-
dation system.

Do we not realize that Americans are
made up of all shapes and sizes? Yes,
this bill has a good purpose to it, but it
is misdirected because it penalizes
grandmothers, it penalizes a single par-
ent, a mother who comes from a two-
parent notification state. If that moth-
er took that child across State lines,
she would be criminally prosecuted be-
cause the father was not notified.

We need to think back to our own
teenagehood. | simply wish the Com-
mittee on Rules had been fair with us
Democrats who come time and time
again, expressing the views of many of
those who find these kinds of one-sided
pieces of legislation misdirected and
unfair. But yet there they were again.
I would ask my colleagues to oppose
this rule primarily because it is pat-
ently unfair. It does not take into con-
sideration incest and violence against
teenagers. It does not take into consid-
eration that we, unfortunately, are not
a Land of Oz full of Ozzie and Harriet
families.

Mr. Speaker, thank you for the opportunity
to speak on this important issue. | am strongly
opposing the closed rule imposed upon us by
the Rules Committee. This bill will impose re-
strictions upon our young women which will
have devastating consequences.

| hope that my colleagues will consider the
importance of this legislation. During markup,
and in front of Rules Committee, | offered
amendments which would have allowed
grandparents, aunts and uncles, and clergy or
religious leaders to transport a young woman
in crisis across State lines to obtain a safe
abortion.

Unfortunately, due to the closed rule we
face today, family members, including a mi-
nor's grandparents can be criminally pros-
ecuted for assisting their granddaughter in ob-
taining an abortion. A pregnant minor needs
someone to speak with, and someone to trust.
If we force our daughters, our granddaughters,
our sisters, and our nieces and cousins to act
without the guidance of someone they can
trust, where will they turn? Perhaps this bill
should be called the teen endangerment act!

In fact, yesterday, the House passed legisla-
tion which recognized the importance of
grandparents in the lives of their grand-
children. Republicans and Democrats alike
spoke about how grandparents could offer
guidance and love and encouragement to their
grandchildren. Yet, the legislation before us
today would criminalize grandparents’ involve-
ment in their granddaughters’ lives.

| am very concerned about children and
teenagers in America and | want teenage
women to have the right to reproductive health
care.

Currently parental involvement laws are in
effect in 30 States. Although my home State
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of Texas does not require parental consent or
notification, Louisiana, which borders my
home State requires parental consent before a
minor can receive an abortion. If H.R. 3682 is
passed, the bill would have the effect of feder-
ally criminalizing these laws, extending their
effect to States that have chosen not to enact
such an obstructive and potentially dangerous
statute.

| received a letter from a constituent in
Houston, Texas, a fifteen year old girl whose
mother, a single parent was in a treatment fa-
cility for drugs and alcohol. This young woman
found herself pregnant while her mother was
still in treatment, and without any offer of help
from her boyfriend, she made the decision to
have an abortion. As a child herself, she did
not feel ready to care for a child.

The true victims of this act will be young
girls and young women. The enactment of this
law would undoubtedly isolate these young
women at a time of crisis. If a minor feels she
is unable to tell her parents about her preg-
nancy, she would have no recourse to receive
the medical treatment she needs at a time
early enough in the pregnancy to perform a
safe abortion.

| agree that adolescents should be encour-
aged to speak with their parents about issues
such as family planning and abortion. How-
ever, the Government cannot mandate healthy
family relations where they do not already
exist. We need to protect our young women
from being forced to seek unsafe options to
terminate their pregnancies, and we need to
encourage them to speak with other family
members, including their grandparents and re-
ligious leaders to guide them through this time
of crisis.

| am hopeful that my colleagues will also
oppose this restrictive rule and this bill in order
to allow young women to access adult guid-
ance and safe, legal abortions.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume to
respond to my colleague that, yes, this
is a closed rule. 1 will say that the ma-
jority of the rules on this House floor
since we have been in the majority
have been open.

This is just a clean and simple bill
that is designed to help States enforce
their parental notification laws. We de-
cided that Congress should not override
the wishes of voters in 20 States by al-
lowing amendments that would weaken
parental notification laws, and that is
the reason for the closed rule.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. LINCOLN
DIAZ-BALART).

Mr. DIAZ-BALART. Mr. Speaker,
this legislation, and I am proud to be a
cosponsor of it today, the Ros-Lehtinen
Abraham legislation, is extraordinarily
important and | think it is fitting and
just that we adopt it today and, hope-
fully, with a very, very large bipartisan
margin.

Poll after poll after poll shows that
the overwhelming majority of the
American people support the right of
the parents to be notified if their chil-
dren are going to have abortions. And
as the gentlewoman from North Caro-
lina (Mrs. MYRICK) has stated, 20 States
have adopted laws to require parents to
be notified.
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But an industry has developed, in ef-
fect, to void, to evade, to dodge those
laws passed by the sovereign will of the
people of 20 States who have said we
want there to be parental notification.
So what we are saying is, no, no, they
should not be able to, by subterfuge, by
plan, evade and dodge those laws. We
are saying no, no, they cannot create
an industry that, in effect, even in
writing, in publications such as the
phone books, the yellow pages, an in-
dustry that says evade the law, dodge
the law in one State, come across the
border, and the law will not apply.
That is something that is very serious.

Obviously, the underlying topic that
is dealt with here is very serious as
well. If there is a child with a problem,
the parent should know about that
child’s problem, to work with that
child in finding the most just, the most
humane solution precisely for that
child. That is why 20 States have taken
the step of requiring that the parents
of the child be notified.

So what we are saying is, no, they
cannot avoid, they cannot evade, they
cannot dodge the laws by creating
what has happened, which is this indus-
try that has risen precisely to make
the laws, the State laws, worthless.
And that is why this legislation is so
very important and so timely, and |
commend the leadership for bringing it

forward, for supporting the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. RoOs-
LEHTINEN) and, of course, my col-

leagues on the Committee on Rules for
having brought it forth as expedi-
tiously as it has been brought forth.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 2 minutes to the gentlewoman
from New York (Mrs. MALONEY).

Mrs. MALONEY of New York. Mr.
Speaker, | thank the gentlewoman for
yielding me this time and for her lead-
ership on this issue and many others. |
rise in opposition to this rule and to
this bill, as | have risen in opposition
to every other piece of legislation that
has moved through this Congress which
attacks abortion rights.

This Congress is working to disman-
tle a woman’s most hard fought rights,
the right of a safe, legal abortion. Pro-
cedure by procedure, obstruction after
obstruction this antiwoman Congress
is succeeding. This time the targets are
on our Nation’s young people.

This bill will criminalize the act of
taking a noncustodial minor out of
State, which requires parental consent,
to have an abortion. All of us would
hope that our children would be able to
confide in us. | am sure that the par-
ents of Amy Grossberg felt that she
could confide in them. However, family
loyalty kept her from doing that and
the situation turned tragic. Sometimes
a teenager simply cannot confide in her
own family. And if she has no other al-
ternative, no other adult who will help
her, she will inevitably resort to an un-
safe, unclean, underground clinic, or
worse.

Family values simply cannot be leg-
islated. This Congress has no business
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making laws which force one family
member to confide in another. There
may be very good reasons a pregnant
teen does not want to deal with a par-
ent. He or she could be abusive. There
could be a history of incest. Alcohol or
drug use could be a factor, or she sim-
ply does not feel comfortable telling a
parent.

This legislation is not about protect-
ing young women from undue influ-
ence, it is about stripping our young
people of essential support. It is not
about helping our children, it is about
abortion politics, and it puts our kids
at risk.

I urge a ‘“no”” vote against this so-
called child custody bill and against
this rule which did not allow one single
Democratic amendment. | urge a ‘‘no”’
vote on this rule.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, | yield
such time as he may consume to the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. CANADY).

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, | thank the gentlewoman for yield-
ing me this time.

I am struck, as | listen to the debate
here today, by the fact that the oppo-
nents of this bill really are here ex-
pressing opposition to the acts of State
legislatures. They are here, in effect,
expressing opposition to the decisions
of the Supreme Court. Because it is the
State legislatures that have passed the
parental involvement laws that we are
seeking to help them enforce, and it is
the Supreme Court of the United
States which has upheld, under the
Constitution, the validity of these pa-
rental involvement laws.

So the arguments that we are hear-
ing time and time again that are being
urged on us as reasons for not support-
ing this bill are really arguments that
are aimed at the Supreme Court of the
United States and of the State legisla-
tures which have seen fit to adopt con-
stitutional valid parental involvement
laws.

Now, | think it is also somewhat
ironic that we keep hearing about the
health of young girls. And | would ask
that the Members read something that
appeared on the op-ed page of The New
York Times on Sunday, July the 12th.
The heading for the column: ““Is Paren-
tal Guidance Needed?’ It is very inter-
esting because it is by Bruce Luccio, a
prominent abortion doctor, and a
prominent advocate of abortion rights.
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Now, | do not agree with Dr. Luccio’s
position on abortion, and | would be
quick to point that out, but | do agree
with his conclusion about this bill, be-
cause Dr. Luccio recognizes, and |
quote, that the passage of this bill is
important to the health of teenage
girls.

Dr. Luccio recognizes that it is the
parents who are in the best position to
help ensure that the health concerns
that are relevant when an abortion is
being contemplated are fully consid-
ered, and if there are complications in
an abortion, it is the parents who are
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in the best position to ensure that ef-
fective and speedy treatment is pro-
vided.

I would ask that every Member of
this House, regardless of their position
on the overall issue of abortion, read
this article in the New York Times by
Dr. Luccio; and | think it will be very
enlightening to them on the issue of
the health of the young girls who are
involved in this.

Now, | am also struck by the con-
stitutional argument that has been
made here. If we listen, in essence,
what the opponents of this bill are ar-
guing is that minors have a constitu-
tional right that ensures their right of
interstate travel to evade parental su-
pervision.

Well, that is absurd. There is no such
right of minors to interstate travel to
evade parental supervision. The Su-
preme Court has never found that there
is any such right. And, on the contrary,
the Supreme Court has found that pa-
rental involvement laws, whether they
be consent laws or notification laws,
that they meet certain standards that
have been articulated by the Supreme
Court are valid and constitutional; and
those are the kinds of laws that we are
seeking to enforce through the bill
that we have here today.

All we are saying is that someone
should not be able to move a minor
across State lines in an effort to evade
and thwart the legitimate purposes of
those valid constitutional State laws.

Now, let me say this: The Supreme
Court has recognized the right of par-
ents. The Supreme Court in this con-
text has not recognized the right of
cousins, siblings, grandparents, aunts,
uncles, pastors, teachers, or anybody
else to be involved in a minor’s deci-
sion to have an abortion. It is the par-
ents who have that right to be in-
volved.

The courts have recognized that, and
the legislatures have recognized it. And
I think it is an entirely appropriate use
of our power in the Congress to help
the States carry out their policy in
this area.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. ScoTT).

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, first |
think we ought to remind ourselves
what this bill does. It does not require
parental notification or consent when a
minor goes across State lines. What it
does is prohibit someone from accom-
panying them.

In this bill, the child can still evade
the parental consent laws of the State
and go across State lines alone, but
this bill would criminalize anybody ac-
companying them.

Mr. Speaker, | want to speak against
the closed rule. It prohibits the ability,
our ability, to consider some very im-
portant amendments. The administra-
tion, in a statement of administration
policy, has indicated that the senior
advisors of the President will rec-
ommend a veto unless these amend-
ments are in the bill.
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In recent letters from the White
House Chief of Staff to the House and
Senate Committees on the Judiciary,
the administration in fact said it would
support legislation of this nature if it
had these few amendments, specifically
an amendment to exclude close family
members from criminal and civil liabil-
ity. Under the Ilegislation, grand-
mothers, aunts, uncles, minor and
adult siblings could face criminal pros-
ecution for coming to the aid of a rel-
ative; also, to ensure that persons who
only provide information, counseling,
medical services to the minor would
not be subject to liability; and address
several constitutional and legal infir-
mities that the Department of Justice
has identified in the legislation. Those
concerns were transmitted to the
House Committee on the Judiciary on
June 24, 1998.

The administration also has serious
concerns about the federalism issues.
However, as indicated, if the amend-
ments that they have suggested are
adopted, they could support the legisla-
tion. This closed rule prohibits our
ability to consider that legislation.
And, therefore, the senior advisors,
even if this bill were to pass, will rec-
ommend a veto.

We should oppose the closed rule, op-
pose the motion on the previous ques-
tion. We should vote no on the previous
question so that the rule could be
amended to consider these various
amendments. If the previous question
is ordered, we should just vote no on
the rule.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, | reserve
the balance of my time.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, may
I have the division of the time, please.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
EwWING). The gentlewoman from New
York (Ms. SLAUGHTER) has 16%2 minutes
remaining, and the gentlewoman from
North Carolina (Mrs. MYRICK) has 13%2
minutes remaining.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
Texas (Mr. DOGGETT).

Mr. DOGGETT. Mr. Speaker, | have
the deepest personal respect for those
whose religion or other personal con-
viction causes them to take a different
view than | have on the question of
abortion. But my respect does not go
so far as to suggest that | believe they
ought to be able to impose their reli-
gious views on this issue on someone
who does not share those views.

Further, | think personally of my
own experience as a father. With my
wife of 29 years, we have raised two
wonderful daughters. And it is trou-
bling to think that there would be a
time in a crisis, including a crisis in-
volving an unwanted pregnancy, when
they would not want to come to one of
us and discuss this matter.

And yet, 1 know that this piece of
legislation is not about strengthening
family ties, because the whole dif-
ference of opinion that | have with
those who feel so strongly on this abor-
tion question is that the Federal Gov-
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ernment and the Members of this
House cannot replace broken family
ties or the inability of families to com-
municate.

This piece of legislation does not
concern strengthening families, it con-
cerns advancing an agenda of the most
fanatical people with reference to this
question of invading personal choice.

If we read what they have written,
the fanatics on this issue, we will find
that they believe that in this country
their ultimate goal is to make it a
criminal offence, they view it as mur-
der, for anyone at any time after con-
ception to have an abortion. They want
to put women who exercise this choice
in jail. And they also want to place in
jail every health care provider who pro-
vides for an abortion at any time after
conception.

And recognizing that that fanatic
agenda which they have written about
cannot be implemented because it is
opposed by the vast majority of the
American people, they have decided to
approach this issue one group at a time
and one procedure at a time. So they
have done their polls.

And next week | think we have a
chance to consider this question of one
very rare procedure that President
Clinton had the courage to veto when
they passed legislation last year. And
so they are going to criminalize it one
procedure at a time, and today they
propose to criminalize it one group at a
time. And this particular group in-
cludes people like big sisters, grand-
mothers, stepparents, best friends,
even members of the clergy, that might
be consulted by a young woman in a
very troubled situation and advise or
help her to cross a State line to receive
these kind of services. That person
could be put in jail.

I maintain that what is at stake here
today is this fanatic movement to ulti-
mately criminalize the choice being ex-
ercised on this very private decision by
a woman—to put women in jail and to
put every health care provider involved
in jail. And | see my colleague from
New York (Mrs. LOWEY). She knows,
well, we face this same issue later
today on other legislation.

This same group of fanatics also
wants to limit access to contraceptives
because they seem to believe that the
right of motherhood is more than that.
It will be imposed without any choice
on the part of women in our society.

So it is essential that we vote down
this agenda and stop the path toward
criminalizing choice for women in this
country.

The surveys show that 30 percent of
the young women who choose not to
notify their parents, when you look at
those who do not seek parental con-
sent, are people that have been victims
of family violence.

I thought it was all summed up by a
colleague of mine in the Texas Senate
from west Texas, who said, when asked
about these parental consent laws,
“well, you know, | have not met very
many young girls who ask parental
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consent for conception. Why do we
think they are going to ask it with ref-
erence to the choice of abortion?”’

The idea of putting a grandmother in
jail, putting a big sister in jail, putting
a clergy member in jail because they
were willing to help a desperate young
woman make a tough choice is wrong,
and we ought to vote down this bill.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey (Mr. PAPPAS).

Mr. PAPPAS. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today in strong support of the Child
Custody Protection Act. Ending human
life through abortion is harmful to all
involved no matter what age they are.
It is further worsened when an adult
nonparent violates the law by taking a
child across State lines to obtain an
abortion.

Our world is often an uncertain place
for young people. Abortion providers
and other strangers cannot offer the
permanent support that only parents
can give. What they want to do is pro-
mote their abortion agenda with com-
plete disregard for family input in such
an important decision.

Contrary to what seems to be the em-
phasis of the opposition to this bill,
parents are not generally evil. They
are and should be encouraged to be
part of the healing process, and their
rights must be respected, too. This bill
does just that.

This is why | urge my colleagues to
vote in favor of life and in favor of pro-
tecting our daughters and families.
Vote for the Child Custody Protection
Act.

Mrs. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 4 minutes to the gentleman from
North Carolina (Mr. WATT), a constitu-
tional scholar.

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, | thank the gentlewoman for
yielding time.

I have very strong feelings about the
bill itself. It is an unprecedented piece
of legislation. It is an unconstitutional
piece of legislation, and it has some se-
vere unintended consequences.

I do not want to talk about the bill
in this rules debate. | want to talk
about democracy and how democracy
works.

We had a bunch of amendments to
try to address some of the concerns
that we had about this bill. We took
those amendments and we presented
them up on the third floor to the Rules
Committee, and the Rules Committee
said, no, we will not allow you to have
a debate on those amendments. They
might improve the bill. They might
allow the President to sign a bill into
law if some of them were passed. They
might enlighten the general public.
They might foster democracy, but you
are not going to be allowed to have a
debate on those amendments.

That is what this rule is about. It is
about democracy and how democracy
works in this House.

We have amendments where in the
minority not one single amendment of
a Democratic Member, or any Member
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of this House, was allowed to be consid-
ered under the rule under which we will
be debating this issue.

It was not because | did not show up.
I showed up at the Rules Committee,
even though they scheduled the Rules
Committee hearing on this bill at a
time when we were not even back in
session. They announced it while we
were out of session so that we would
not know that it was going on. | came
back in here and got straight off the
plane, picked up my papers, went to
the Rules Committee and | said, | have
two amendments that | think would
help make this bill constitutional.
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So | am not here as one that did not
do what | was supposed to do in the
democratic process. | respect the rights
of the Committee on Rules, | respect
the rules of this House, but when the
Committee on Rules looks at me and
says, ‘“‘Notwithstanding the fact that
you came here and asked us to make
your amendment in order, and you told
us that you would like to help make
this bill a constitutional bill rather
than an unconstitutional bill,” and
when the chairman of the Committee
on Rules looks at me saying, “‘I’'m the
arbiter of what is constitutional in this
country; I'm the only person that gets
to make that decision,” then that is a
violation of democracy.

And that is what this rule is all
about. And that is why, my colleagues,
without regard to how they feel about
abortion, without regard to how they
feel about choice, without regard to
whether this is a good or a bad bill or
not, this rule ought to be defeated. Be-
cause if my colleagues support democ-
racy and debate and an informed elec-
torate, there ought to be a debate on
these amendments, there ought to be
consideration of these amendments on
the floor of the United States House of
Representatives.

That is what this is about.

Vote no on this rule so that we can
send it back just to have the oppor-
tunity to debate some amendments
that we think are important.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, just a point of clarifica-
tion:

The Committee on Rules did give
more than the normal required 48
hours notice, and, yes, we were out of
town, most of the Members for 2 weeks,
but our staffs were here. And, as my
colleagues know, usually that is what
they do, is notify us that this is going
to happen.

Also, the reason the rule is closed is
because Congress felt; | mean that we
felt that Congress should not override
the wishes of the voters in 20 States
while allowing amendments that would
weaken their parental notification
laws.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 3 minutes to the
gentleman from Pennsylvania (Mr.
PITTS).

Mr. PITTS. Mr. Speaker, | rise today
in support of the Child Custody Protec-
tion Act.
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I served in the Pennsylvania legisla-
ture when we established the parental
consent law for the specific purpose of
keeping our young girls safe and under
the authority of their parents espe-
cially for such a decision as an abor-
tion. That law was specifically de-
signed to prevent situations like the
one that occurred in 1995 where a 12-
year-old Pennsylvania girl became
pregnant after sexual involvement with
an 18-year-old man. As many of my col-
leagues have heard by now, this fright-
ened 12-year-old was taken by the
man’s mother from Pennsylvania to
New York, and in New York she under-
went a painful and serious medical pro-
cedure and abortion. She had this abor-
tion without her parents even knowing
that she was pregnant. Yet abortion
clinics in Pennsylvania’s neighboring
States, New York, New Jersey, Mary-
land, seek still to pedal their services
through Pennsylvania newspapers and
even to anyone who opens up a Penn-
sylvania phone book.

Mr. Speaker, | brought a copy of an
ad from the yellow pages in the capitol
where 1 served in Harrisburg titled
“Abortion.”” Here it says: Hillcrest
Women’s Medical Center, and it gives a
1-800 number that can be called in
Rockville, Maryland, and it specifi-
cally says: No parental consent.

I have here a letter with me today
from the Attorney General of Pennsyl-
vania, Mike Fisher. I would not call
him a fanatic. He defended the judg-
ment of the woman who interfered with
the mother’s custody of her child. Here
is what he says.

Quote: We must do what we can to
ensure that a parent’s right to be in-
volved in their daughter’s decision re-
garding abortion is protected. | will
continue to protect the rights of par-
ents throughout Pennsylvania by de-
fending our parental consent laws. | re-
spectfully urge you to protect the
rights of parents across the Nation by
supporting H.R. 3682. The legislation
will help those of us in law enforce-
ment protect vulnerable children by in-
suring that parents have a say in their
child’s decision. End quote.

By passing the Child Custody Protec-
tion Act this body will take a clear
stand against the bizarre notion that
the U.S. Constitution confers a right
upon strangers to take one’s minor
daughter across State lines for a secret
abortion even when a State law specifi-
cally requires the involvement of a
parent or a judge in the daughter’s
abortion decision. As moms and dads,
it is our job to protect our young
women, our daughters. The govern-
ment should not allow our daughter’s
lives to be endangered by turning them
over to strangers for serious medical
procedures. Let us protect our States’
rights, our parental authority, but,
most importantly, let us protect our
Nation’s young women. Let us pass the
Child Custody Protection Act.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, |
yield 5 minutes to the gentlewoman
from New York (Mrs. LOWEY).
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Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
strong opposition to this rule, and 1
ask my colleagues to join me in defeat-
ing it.

This bill is dangerous; and, as we
have heard from so many of our col-
leagues, the Committee on Rules has
refused to allow us to propose even the
most reasonable changes to it. This bill
will put our daughters at risk. Under
this legislation young women, who feel
they cannot turn to their parents when
facing an unintended pregnancy, will
be forced to fend for themselves with-
out any help from a responsible adult.
Some will seek dangerous back-alley
abortions close to home. Others will
travel alone to unfamiliar places for
abortions. This measure will isolate
young women, not protect them.

And, unfortunately, despite a veto
threat from the White House, the Com-
mittee on Rules has prohibited us from
offering even one amendment to make
the bill better. The President has said
he will sign the bill if it is altered, but,
once again, the GOP leadership has
demonstrated that it would rather
have an election-year issue than a bill.

One of our principal objections to the
legislation is that it will subject grand-
mothers and siblings and other close
relatives to criminal prosecution for
coming to the aid of a relative in dis-
tress. The gentlewoman from Texas
(Ms. JACKSON-LEE) went to the Com-
mittee on Rules to address this issue.
Her amendment would have exempted
grandparents and other close relatives
from criminal prosecution under this
bill. Unfortunately, that amendment
was rejected by the Committee on
Rules; and so under this legislation
grandmothers will be jailed for helping
their granddaughters, aunts impris-
oned for assisting their nieces, brothers
for aiding their sisters, all in the name
of so-called family values.

What will the police do? Set up gran-
ny checkpoints to catch grandmothers
helping their granddaughters? Will we
have dogs and searchlights at State
borders to lock up aunts and uncles?

Mr. Speaker, I am a grandmother of
two, and | believe grandparents should
be able to help their grandchildren
without getting thrown in jail. As
much as we wish otherwise, family
communication, open and honest par-
ent-child relationships, just cannot be
legislated. When a young woman for
many reasons cannot turn to their par-
ents, she should certainly be able to
turn to a grandmother, or a favorite
aunt, or a relative.

Democrats made other efforts to im-
prove the legislation. The gentleman
from North Carolina (Mr. WATT) of-
fered an amendment to add a health ex-
ception to the bill. His amendment
would have allowed a relative to ac-
company a young woman for an abor-
tion if the young woman’s health was
endangered. Demonstrating its ‘““high”
regard for women’s health, the Com-
mittee on Rules rejected that amend-
ment as well.

Mr. Speaker, | firmly believe that we
should make abortion less necessary
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for teenagers, not more dangerous and
difficult. We need to encourage teen-
agers to be abstinent and responsible.
We need a comprehensive approach to
keeping teenagers safe and healthy. We
need to encourage family involvement,
not tear families apart.

Mr. Speaker, in the remaining time |
would just like to respond to some
comments of a good friend, the gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. CANADY). We
have heard a lot of talk today about
States rights, and the Republican
Party is the party, say they are the
party, of States rights. And yet, here
they are supporting legislation that
tramples all over States rights. The
bill will grant the Federal Government
brand new authority to enforce State
law. It interferes with the rights of
citizens to travel between States by
saddling a young woman with the laws
of her home State no matter where she
goes. | wonder if the gentleman from
Florida might be as willing to apply
this novel approach to other areas of
the law like gun control.

For example, in New York we have
very tough, sensible restrictions on
gun ownership. His State of Florida has
very weak gun control laws. Would the
gentleman support legislation that ap-
plied New York’s gun control laws to
New Yorkers seeking to purchase guns
in Florida? We have heard a lot of talk
about States rights, but | wonder if the
gentleman would respond or if someone
else would respond whether our tough
New York gun control laws could be
enforced in the State of Florida, for ex-
ample.

If we are really for States rights, let
us think about that.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, | yield
myself such time as | may consume.

As my colleagues know, the other
side does have a motion to recommit
with instructions, and it is wide open
for any amendments that they would
like to include in that. So | just want-
ed to make that point for the record.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 4 minutes to the
gentlewoman from Washington State
(Mrs. LINDA SMITH).

Mrs. LINDA SMITH of Washington.
Mr. Speaker, | want to again say what
H.R. 3682 does, because sometimes in
the debate what it does gets lost.

This bill simply makes it a Federal
offense to transfer a minor girl across
State lines to obtain an abortion in
order to circumvent that State’s paren-
tal consent laws.

It is very simple. It is a fundamental
principle that parents protect their
children and have the rights, unless
they are not good parents, and then
they are given to a guardian, some-
times a grandparent, sometimes some-
one else. But someone is ultimately in
charge of that child because someone
needs to be responsible to protect that
child. Without this bill our children are
at risk.

Now we hear situations today de-
scribed as if every family is normal and
every uncle, every grandma and every
cousin and everyone that would like to
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should be able to take a little girl, 12,
13, 14, to another State for an abortion.

I am a grandma of six. | have one
grandchild reaching teenage years in a
couple years, and | would not want her
to be taken across a State line by some
of the relatives | have had in my back-
ground. The fact that they are a rel-
ative does not mean that they could
not be the problem.

I guess ultimately we have to start
thinking about whether or not parents
have any rights or not. This is an issue
of parental rights, and it is about the
rights of the parents. Do they have the
rights in the child’s life to be ulti-
mately responsible for that child?

Now we have heard the example of
the 12-year-old. It is real where the
mother of the 18-year-old took the
child across State lines; and, by the
way, charges against her were dropped.
She did not do anything wrong. Well, |
would tell my colleagues, as a mother
of someone that had teenagers, | would
be incensed because my little girl could
not even get aspirin at the school with-
out permission, she definitely could
not get dental work, and no hospital
would accept her, no clinic, no reputa-
ble physician, without her mother or
her father’s permission.

Now let us just get right down to
what an abortion is and what it does.
Most of the time we are dealing with a
person that is going to bleed exten-
sively. We are dealing with a young
woman that needs after-care. We are
dealing with someone that needs her
mother. Now my colleagues can stand
and say she has a right to this, but |
say she has a right to her mother, and,
if someone has parents that are not
good enough to be parents, we have
procedures to let someone else be their
guardian.

O 1300

Little girls of 12, 13, 14, and | know
some would say they are women with
the same rights as any other women,
no, they are little girls, are going to go
through cramps, they are going to go
through bleeding, they are going to
sometimes go through the need of sur-
gery, and you are telling me that | do
not have a right as a mother to know?
I do. And that is what this bill is a part
of. But now you are going to say that
if we do not pass this bill, everything
will be just fine?

This just says you cannot take kids
across State lines where States say
parents should be involved, at least
being notified. You are saying they can
take them to a State, bring them back,
and they are not notified, they are not
involved, until the little girl starts
bleeding to death or she is sterile be-
cause she did not take care of herself,
because she did not want to tell any-
body because she got across State
lines. No, you see, this is not even rea-
sonable.

This bill makes sense. If we have got
bad parents, we have procedures for
them. But to assume all parents are
bad and we have to take their children
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away somewhere to have abortions is a
wrong assumption.

This is a very good bill. It is reason-
able, whether you are pro-life or pro-
choice, because we are all pro-parent
and we are all pro-family.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. speaker, |
yield myself such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, if I could respond to my
friend from Washington State, anyone
who impregnates a 12-year-old girl has
committed statutory rape and should
be imprisoned for a very long time, and
I hope he was. But the issue is then,
the 12-year-old girl; should she be
forced to carry a child to term? That is
probably where we have a division of
opinion. | think requiring girls as
young as 9 years old to bear children is
a question that society needs to talk
about. | think it is barbaric.

We certainly live in a strange time.
This body has for years attempted to
take away a woman’s control over her
reproductive system at the same time
that it rejoices over the introduction of
Viagra!

Congress believes it is wise enough to
outlaw medical procedures it doesn’t
like—perhaps vasectomy should re-
quire parental consent so at least that
would ease the double standard.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Texas (Mr. PAUL).

(Mr. PAUL asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. PAUL. | thank the gentlewoman
for yielding me time.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of the
rule but in opposition to H.R. 3682, the
Child Custody Protection Act, because
it is seriously flawed. Although well
motivated, the problem we are dealing
with is the breakdown of the American
family, respect for life and abortion,
not too much freedom to travel be-
tween States.

Having delivered nearly 4,000 babies
in my three decades of medical prac-
tice and having seen the destructive-
ness of abortion, | strongly agree that
legalized abortion is the most egre-
gious of all current social policies. It
clearly symbolizes the moral decline
America has experienced in the last 30
years.

However, Federal law restricting
interstate travel, no matter how well
intended, will serve no useful purpose,
will not prevent abortions, and, indeed,
will have many unintended con-
sequences.

It is ironic that if this bill is passed
into law, it will go into effect at ap-
proximately the same time that the
Department of Transportation will im-
pose a National 1.D. card on all Ameri-
cans. This bill only gives the Federal
Government and big government pro-
ponents one more reason to impose the
National 1.D. card on all of us. So be
prepared to show your papers as you
travel about the U.S. You may be
transporting a teenager.

There is already a legal vehicle for
dealing with this problem. Many States
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currently prohibit adults from taking
underage teenagers across State lines
for the purpose of marriage. States
have reciprocal agreements respecting
this approach. This is the proper way
to handle this problem.

Most importantly, this bill fails to
directly address the cause of the prob-
lem we face regarding abortion, which
is the absurdity of our laws permitting
the killing of an infant 1 minute before
birth, or even during birth, and a doc-
tor getting paid for it, while calling
this same action murder 1 minute after
birth.

The solution will ultimately come
when the Federal Government and Fed-
eral courts get out of the way and
allow States to protect the unborn. If
that were the case, we would not have
to consider dangerous legislation like
this with the many unforeseen cir-
cumstances.

Our federal government is, constitutionally,
a government of limited powers. Article one,
Section eight, enumerates the legislative areas
for which the U.S. Congress is allowed to act
or enact legislation. For every other issue, the
federal government lacks any authority or con-
sent of the governed and only the state gov-
ernments, their designees, or the people in
their private market actions enjoy such rights
to governance. The tenth amendment is bru-
tally clear in stating “The powers not dele-
gated to the United States by the Constitution,
nor prohibited by it to the States, are reserved
to the States respectively, or to the people.”
Our nation’s history makes clear that the U.S.
Constitution is a document intended to limit
the power of central government. No serious
reading of historical events surrounding the
creation of the Constitution could reasonably
portray it differently.

Nevertheless, rather than abide by our con-
stitutional limits, Congress today will likely
pass H.R. 3682. H.R. 3682 amends title 18,
United States Code, to prohibit taking minors
across State lines to avoid laws requiring the
involvement of parents in abortion decisions.
Should parents be involved in decisions re-
garding the health of their children? Abso-
lutely. Should the law respect parents rights to
not have their children taken across state lines
for contemptible purposes? Absolutely. Can a
state pass an enforceable statute to prohibit
taking minors across State lines to avoid laws
requiring the involvement of parents in abor-
tion decisions? Absolutely. But when asked if
there exists constitutional authority for the fed-
eral criminalizing of just such an action the an-
swer is absolutely not.

This federalizing may have the effect of na-
tionalizing a law with criminal penalties which
may be less than those desired by some
states. To the extent the federal and state
laws could co-exist, the necessity for a federal
law is undermined and an important bill of
rights protection is virtually obliterated. Con-
current jurisdiction crimes erode the right of
citizens to be free of double jeopardy. The fifth
amendment to the U.S. Constitution specifies
that no “person be subject for the same of-
fense to be twice put in jeopardy of life or limb

. .” In other words, no person shall be tried
twice for the same offense. However in United
States v. Lanza, the high court in 1922 sus-
tained a ruling that being tried by both the fed-
eral government and a state government for
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the same offense did not offend the doctrine
of double jeopardy. One danger of unconsti-
tutionally expanding the federal criminal justice
code is that it seriously increases the danger
that one will be subject to being tried twice for
the same offense. Despite the various pleas
for federal correction of societal wrongs, a na-
tional police force is neither prudent nor con-
stitutional.

The argument which springs from the criti-
cism of a federalized criminal code and a fed-
eral police force is that states may be less ef-
fective than a centralized federal government
in dealing with those who leave one state ju-
risdiction for another. Fortunately, the Con-
stitution provides for the procedural means for
preserving the integrity of state sovereignty
over those issues delegated to it via the tenth
amendment. The privilege and immunities
clause as well as full faith and credit clause
allow states to exact judgments from those
who violate their state laws. The Constitution
even allows the federal government to legisla-
tively preserve the procedural mechanisms
which allow states to enforce their substantive
laws without the federal government imposing
its substantive edicts on the states. Article 1V,
Section 2, Clause 2 makes provision for the
rendition of fugitives from one state to another.
While not self-enacting, in 1783 Congress
passed an act which did exactly this. There is,
of course, a cost imposed upon states in
working with one another rather than relying
on a national, unified police force. At the same
time, there is a greater cost to centralization of
police power.

It is important to be reminded of the benefits
of federalism as well as the costs. There are
sound reasons to maintain a system of small-
er, independent jurisdictions. An inadequate
federal law, or a “adequate” federal improp-
erly interpreted by the Supreme Court, pre-
empts states’ rights to adequately address
public health concerns. Roe v. Wade should
serve as a sad reminder of the danger of mak-
ing matters worse in all states by federalizing
an issue.

It is my erstwhile hope that parents will be-
come more involved in vigilantly monitoring
the activities of their own children rather than
shifting parental responsibility further upon the
federal government. There was a time when a
popular bumper sticker read “It's ten o’clock;
do you know where your children are?” | sup-
pose we have devolved to a point where it
reads “It's ten o'clock; does the federal gov-
ernment know where your children are.” Fur-
ther socializing and burden-shifting of the re-
sponsibilities of parenthood upon the federal
government is simply not creating the proper
incentive for parents to be more involved.

For each of these reasons, among others, |
must oppose the further and unconstitutional
centralization of police power in the national
government and, accordingly, H.R. 3682.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, | yield 4
minutes to the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. GOODLATTE).

Mr. GOODLATTE. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentlewoman for yielding me
time.

Mr. Speaker, | rise today in strong
support of this rule and H.R. 3682, the
Child Custody Protection Act. | want
to commend my good friend, the gen-
tlewoman from Florida (Ms. RoOs-
LEHTINEN) for introducing this impor-
tant legislation.

July 15, 1998

The legislation before the House
today is the product of extensive con-
sideration and examination by the
Committee on the Judiciary. The Sub-
committee on the Constitution held a
markup during which more than 10
amendments were considered. The full
committee markup lasted 2 days, and
more than 20 amendments were consid-
ered.

This bill has been examined and de-
bated more exhaustively than much of
the legislation that comes before this
body. It is now time for Congress to
pass this bill and protect the fun-
damental rights of parents to be in-
volved in their children’s lives.

Mr. Speaker, the American people
overwhelmingly support this legisla-
tion. This is a common-sense bill that
will protect the integrity of State laws
which require a child seeking to obtain
an abortion to involve her parents in
that decision.

State parental notification laws are
designed to secure the rights of parents
to protect their daughters’ physical
and emotional health. However, these
laws are frequently circumvented by
individuals who transport minors to
States without parental involvement
laws. Some abortion clinics even adver-
tise their own State’s lack of parental
involvement laws to encourage minors
from other States to cross State lines
so they may obtain an abortion with-
out involving their parents.

Loving parents, not friends, coun-
selors, boyfriends or other adults,
should be the ones most intimately in-
volved in a minor child’s decision as
important as obtaining an abortion. An
abortion is a complicated medical pro-
cedure that poses significant risks to
the mother upon which the abortion is
performed. Someone transporting a
young girl to another State to obtain
an abortion exposes her to many phys-
ical and emotional dangers that could
be avoided by involving her parents,
who may possess essential information
about her medical and psychological
history.

Mr. Speaker, it is simply outrageous
that any individual should be allowed
to subvert State laws designed to pro-
tect families and children simply by
going behind a parent’s back. This bill
protects the rights of parents to be in-
volved in the decisions of their own
children, it protects the rights of
States to enforce their own laws, and it
protects the safety of our children.

I urge my colleagues to support this
rule and to vote yes on the Child Cus-
tody Protection Act.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, |
yield myslef such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, these amendments
would all have been in order under an
open rule. 1 will insert these materials
for the RECORD.

TEST OF PREVIOUS QUESTION FOR H. RES. 499
H.R. 3682—CHILD CUSTODY PROTECTION ACT
Providing for consideration of the bill

(H.R. 3682) to amend title 18, United States
Code, to prohibit taking minors across State
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lines to avoid laws requiring the involve-
ment of parents in abortion decisions.

Resolved, That at any time after the adop-
tion of this resolution the Speaker may, pur-
suant to clause 1(b) of rule XXIII, declare the
House resolved into the Committee of the
Whole House on the state of the Union for
consideration of the bill (H.R. 3682) to amend
title 18, United States Code, to prohibit tak-
ing minors across State lines to avoid laws
requiring the involvement of parents in abor-
tion decisions. The first reading of the bill
shall be dispensed with. General debate shall
be confined to the bill and shall not exceed
one hour equally divided and controlled by
the chairman and ranking minority member
of the Committee on the Judiciary. After
general debate the bill shall be considered
for amendment under the five-minute rule. It
shall be in order to consider as an original
bill for the purpose of amendment under the
five-minute rule the amendment in the na-
ture of a substitute recommended by the
Committee on the Judiciary now printed in
the bill. The committee amendment in the
nature of a substitute shall be considered as
read. All points of order against the commit-
tee amendment in the nature of a substitute
are waived. No amendment to the committee
amendment in the nature of a substitute
shall be in order except those specified in
section 2 of this resolution. Each amendment
may be offered only in the order listed in
section 2, may be offered only by a Member
specified in section 2 or his designee, shall be
considered as read, shall be debatable for 20
minutes equally divided and controlled by
the proponent and an opponent, shall not be
subject to amendment, and shall not be sub-
ject to a demand for division of the question
in the House or in the Committee of the
Whole. All points of order against the
amendments specified iIn section 2 are
waived. The chairman of the Committee of
the Whole may: (1) postpone until a time
during further consideration in the Commit-
tee of the Whole a request for a recorded
vote on any amendment; and (2) reduce to
five minutes the minimum time for elec-
tronic voting on any postponed question that
follows another electronic vote without in-
tervening business, provided that the mini-
mum time for electronic voting on the first
in any series of questions shall be 15 min-
utes. At the conclusion of consideration of
the bill for amendment the Committee shall
rise and report the bill to the House with
such amendments as may have been adopted.
Any Member may demand a separate vote in
the House on any amendment adopted in the
Committee of the Whole to the bill or to the
committee amendment in the nature of a
substitute. The previous question shall be
considered as ordered on the bill and amend-
ments thereto to final passage without inter-
vening motion except one motion to recom-
mit with or without instructions.

SEC. 2. The following amendments are in
order pursuant to the first section of this
resolution:

AMENDMENT TO H.R. 3682, AS REPORTED,
OFFERED BY MR. WATT OF NORTH CAROLINA
Page 4, strike line 1 and all that follows

through line 6 and insert the following:

“(b) EXCEPTION.—(1) The prohibition of
subsection (a) does not apply if the abortion
was necessary to save the life of the minor or
to prevent serious physical illness or disabil-
ity or because her life or physical health was
endangered by a physical disorder, physical
injury, or physical illness, including a life
endangering physical condition or serious
physical health condition caused by or aris-
ing from the pregnancy itself.

AMENDMENT TO H.R. 3682, AS REPORTED,
OFFERED BY MR. WATT OF NORTH CAROLINA
Page 3, strike line 6 and all that follows

through line 23 and insert the following:
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‘“(a) OFFENSE.—Except as provided in sub-
section (b), whoever knowingly transports an
individual who has not attained the age of 18
years across a State line, with the intent to
evade the requirements of a law requiring
parental involvement in a minor’s abortion
decision, in the State where the individual
resides shall be fined under this title or im-
prisoned not more than one year, or both.

AMENDMENT TO H.R. 3682, AS REPORTED,
OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON-LEE OF TEXAS

Add at the end the following:

(c) STuDY.—Not later than one year after
the date of enactment of this Act, the Gen-
eral Accounting Office shall study the im-
pact the amendment made by this Act has on
the number of illegal and unsafe abortions
and increased parental abuse, and report to
Congress the results of that study.

AMENDMENT TO H.R. 3682, AS REPORTED,
OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON-LEE OF TEXAS

Page 4, after line 11, insert the following:
*“(3) The prohibitions of this section do not
apply with respect to conduct by ministers,
rabbis, pastors, priests, or other religious
leaders.
AMENDMENT TO H.R. 3682, AS REPORTED,
OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON-LEE OF TEXAS

Page 4, after line 11, insert the following:
*“(3) The prohibitions of this section do not
apply with respect to conduct by a grand-
parent of the minor.
AMENDMENT TO H.R. 3682, AS REPORTED,
OFFERED BY MS. JACKSON-LEE OF TEXAS

Page 4, after line 11, insert the following:

““(3) The prohibitions of this section do not
apply with respect to conduct by an aunt or
uncle of the minor.

Mr. Speaker, | urge Members to vote
no on the previous question, so we may
add these responsible amendments to
the rule.

THE VOTE ON THE PREVIOUS QUESTION: WHAT
IT REALLY MEANS

This vote, the vote on whether to order the
previous question on a special rule, is not
merely a procedural vote. A vote against or-
dering the previous question is a vote
against the Republican majority agenda and
a vote to allow the opposition, at least for
the moment, to offer an alternative plan. It
is a vote about what the House should be de-
bating.

Mr. Clarence Cannon’s ‘““Precedents of the
House of Representatives,” (VI, 308-311) de-
scribes the vote on the previous question on
the rule as ‘“a motion to direct or control the
consideration of the subject before the House
being made by the Member in charge.” To
defeat the previous question is to give the
opposition a chance to decide the subject be-
fore the House. Cannon cites the Speaker’s
ruling of January 13, 1920, to the effect that
““the refusal of the House to sustain the de-
mand for the previous question passes the
control of the resolution to the opposition”
in order to offer an amendment. On March
15, 1909, a member of the majority party of-
fered a rule resolution. The House defeated
the previous question and a member of the
opposition rose to a parliamentary inquiry,
asking who was entitled to recognition.
Speaker Joseph G. Cannon (R-Illinois) said:
“The previous question having been refused,
the gentleman from New York, Mr. Fitzger-
ald, who had asked the gentleman to yield to
him for an amendment, is entitled to the
first recognition.”

Because the vote today may look bad for
the Republican majority they will say ‘‘the
vote on the previous question is simply a

H5519

vote on whether to proceed to an immediate
vote on adopting the resolution . . . [and]
has no substantive legislative or policy im-
plications whatsoever.”” But that is not what
they have always said. Listen to the Repub-
lican Leadership ‘““Manual on the Legislative
Process in the United States House of Rep-
resentatives,”” (6th edition, page 135). Here’s
how the Republicans describe the previous
question vote in their own manual:

“Although it is generally not possible to
amend the rule because the majority Mem-
ber controlling the time will not yield for
the purpose of offering an amendment, the
same result may be achieved by voting down
the previous question on the rule . . . When
the motion for the previous question is de-
feated, control of the time passes to the
Member who led the opposition to ordering
the previous question. That Member, because
he then controls the time, may offer an
amendment to the rule, or yield for the pur-
pose of amendment.”

Deschler’s ““Procedure in the U.S. House of
Representatives,”” the subchapter titled
“Amending Special Rules” states: ‘“‘a refusal
to order the previous question on such a rule
[a special rule reported from the Committee
on Rules] opens the resolution to amend-
ment and further debate.”” (Chapter 21, sec-
tion 21.2) Section 21.3 continues:

““Upon rejection of the motion for the pre-
vious question on a resolution reported from
the Committee on Rules, control shifts to
the Member leading the opposition to the
previous question, who may offer a proper
amendment or motion and who controls the
item for debate thereon.”

The vote on the previous question on a rule
does have substantive policy implications. It
is one of the only available tools for those
who oppose the Republican majority’s agen-
da to offer an alternative plan.

Mr. Speaker, | yield back the balance
of my time.

GENERAL LEAVE

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, | ask
unanimous consent that all Members
may have 5 legislative days within
which to revise and extend their re-
marks and include extraneous material
on House Resolution 499.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gentle-
woman from North Carolina?

There was no objection.

Mr. GOSS. Mr. Speaker, | thank my friend
from North Carolina and | rise in support of
the rule and the underlying bill. While it is a
closed rule, | think that it is an appropriate
one, given the very narrow, significant scope
of this bill.

The family is the building block of every
community in this Nation. Not only is this a
recognized principle in our culture, but some-
thing we have actively encouraged by enact-
ing laws promoting more family involvement in
education decisions, stronger child support en-
forcement, and special tax benefits for fami-
lies.

We recognize the rights of parental notifica-
tion and consent when a child gets a tattoo, or
a body piercing, or even takes an aspirin at
school. How can we tell moms and dads
across the country they have no right to know
if a perfect stranger takes their daughter miles
away from home, to another State, to have a
life altering medical procedure without their
knowledge. Today, we seek to ensure that
basic right is not emasculated.

Opponents of the Child Custody Protection
Act want to turn this into a debate about abor-
tion. This is not about abortion. It's about fam-
ily, parental support and parental responsibility
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and about children growing up in a society of
confusing mixed messages. States have the
right to pass consent or notification laws for
minors, yet these laws become meaningless
when a young girl is assisted taking a trip to
another State to avoid the difficult task of
counseling with her parents about an un-
planned pregnancy.

| urge all of my colleagues to think about
the natural role of a parent, the importance of
States’ rights and, most importantly, the well-
being of the children—at risk in these situa-
tions. | think these justify a closed rule and |
urge support for the rule and H.R. 3682.

Mrs. MYRICK. Mr. Speaker, | yield
back the balance of my time, and I
move the previous question on the res-
olution.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The
question is on ordering the previous
question.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, | ob-
ject to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is not present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER pro tempore.
dently, a quorum is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab-
sent Members.

Pursuant to clause 5, rule XV, the
Chair will reduce to a minimum of 5
minutes the period of time within
which a vote by electronic device, if or-
dered, will be taken on the question of
agreeing to the resolution.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—yeas 252, nays
174, not voting 8, as follows:

Evi-

[Roll No. 277]
YEAS—252

Aderholt Cook Graham
Archer Cooksey Granger
Armey Costello Gutknecht
Bachus Cox Hall (OH)
Baker Crane Hall (TX)
Ballenger Crapo Hamilton
Barcia Cubin Hansen
Barr Cunningham Hastert
Barrett (NE) Davis (VA) Hastings (WA)
Bartlett Deal Hayworth
Barton DelLay Hefley
Bass Diaz-Balart Herger
Bateman Dickey Hill
Bereuter Doolittle Hilleary
Berry Doyle Hobson
Bilbray Dreier Hoekstra
Bilirakis Duncan Holden
Bliley Dunn Horn
Blunt Ehlers Hostettler
Boehner Ehrlich Houghton
Bonilla Emerson Hulshof
Bono English Hunter
Brady (TX) Ensign Hutchinson
Bryant Everett Hyde
Bunning Ewing Inglis
Burr Fawell Istook
Burton Foley Jenkins
Buyer Forbes Johnson (W1)
Callahan Fossella Johnson, Sam
Calvert Fowler Jones
Camp Fox Kanjorski
Campbell Franks (NJ) Kasich
Canady Frelinghuysen Kildee
Cannon Gallegly Kim
Chabot Ganske King (NY)
Chambliss Gekas Kingston
Chenoweth Gibbons Kleczka
Christensen Gilchrest Klink
Coble Gillmor Klug
Coburn Goodlatte Knollenberg
Collins Goodling Kolbe
Combest Goss Kucinich

LaFalce
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lucas
Manton
Manzullo
Mascara
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McDade
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclintosh
Mclintyre
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Murtha
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Ortiz
Oxley

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baesler
Baldacci
Barrett (WI)
Becerra
Bentsen
Berman
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Capps
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Condit
Conyers
Coyne
Cramer
Cummings
Danner
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DelLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans

Farr
Fattah
Fazio

Packard
Pappas
Parker

Paul

Paxon

Pease
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts

Pombo
Portman
Poshard
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Redmond
Regula

Riggs

Riley
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce

Ryun
Salmon
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Schaffer, Bob
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shimkus
Shuster

NAYS—174

Filner
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gilman
Gordon
Green
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hefner
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hooley
Hoyer
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
John
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E. B.
Kaptur
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Lampson
Lantos
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Martinez
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McDermott
McGovern
McHale
McKinney
Meehan
Meek (FL)
Meeks (NY)
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Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MlI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Snyder
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stenholm
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Talent
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Traficant
Turner
Upton
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf

Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Menendez
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (CA)
Minge
Mink
Moran (VA)
Morella
Nadler
Neal
Obey
Olver
Owens
Pallone
Pascrell
Pastor
Pelosi
Pickett
Pomeroy
Porter
Price (NC)
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sandlin
Sawyer
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Shays
Sherman
Sisisky
Skaggs
Slaughter
Smith, Adam
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stokes
Strickland
Tanner
Tauscher
Thompson
Thurman
Tierney
Torres
Towns
Velazquez
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Vento Waxman Woolsey
Visclosky Wexler Wynn
Waters Weygand Yates
Watt (NC) Wise

NOT VOTING—38
Clyburn Goode Payne
Dingell McNulty Rogan
Gonzalez Moakley
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Mr. PORTER changed his vote from
“‘yea’” to ‘‘nay.”’

Messrs. RAHALL, HALL OF TEXAS,
GILCHREST, KLINK, MURTHA,
DOYLE, KANJORSKI, MASCARA,
GOODLING, HOUGHTON, LAFALCE,
RADANOVICH, SKELTON, OBER-
STAR, and DAVIS of Virginia changed
their vote from ““nay”” to “‘yea.”

So the previous question was ordered.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. ROGAN. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No.
277, | was inadvertently detained. Had | been
present, | would have voted “yes.”.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
EWING). The question is on the resolu-
tion.

The question was taken; and the
Speaker pro tempore announced that
the ayes appeared to have it.

RECORDED VOTE

Ms. SLAUGHTER. Mr. Speaker, | de-
mand a recorded vote.

A recorded vote was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to clause 5 of rule XV, this will be
a five-minute vote.

The vote was taken by electronic de-
vice, and there were—ayes 247, noes 173,
not voting 14, as follows:

[Roll No. 278]
AYES—247

Archer Cook Goodling
Armey Cooksey Goss
Bachus Costello Graham
Baker Cox Granger
Ballenger Crane Gutknecht
Barcia Crapo Hall (OH)
Barr Cubin Hall (TX)
Barrett (NE) Cunningham Hamilton
Bartlett Danner Hansen
Barton Davis (VA) Hastert
Bateman Deal Hastings (WA)
Bereuter DeLay Hayworth
Berry Diaz-Balart Hefley
Bilbray Doolittle Herger
Bilirakis Doyle Hill
Bliley Dreier Hilleary
Blunt Duncan Hobson
Boehner Dunn Hoekstra
Bonilla Ehlers Holden
Bono Ehrlich Hostettler
Brady (TX) Emerson Hulshof
Bryant English Hunter
Bunning Ensign Hutchinson
Burr Everett Hyde
Burton Ewing Inglis
Buyer Fawell Istook
Callahan Foley Jenkins
Calvert Forbes John
Camp Fossella Johnson (WI)
Campbell Fowler Johnson, Sam
Canady Fox Jones
Cannon Franks (NJ) Kanjorski
Chabot Frelinghuysen Kasich
Chambliss Gallegly Kildee
Chenoweth Ganske Kim
Christensen Gekas King (NY)
Coble Gibbons Kingston
Coburn Gilchrest Kleczka
Collins Gillmor Klink
Combest Goodlatte Klug
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Knollenberg
Kucinich
LaFalce
LaHood
Largent
Latham
LaTourette
Lazio
Leach
Lewis (CA)
Lewis (KY)
Linder
Lipinski
Livingston
LoBiondo
Lucas
Manton
Manzullo
Mascara
McCarthy (NY)
McCollum
McCrery
McHugh
Mclnnis
Mclntosh
Mclintyre
McKeon
Metcalf
Mica
Miller (FL)
Mollohan
Moran (KS)
Murtha
Myrick
Nethercutt
Neumann
Ney
Northup
Norwood
Nussle
Oberstar
Ortiz
Oxley

Abercrombie
Ackerman
Allen
Andrews
Baesler
Baldacci
Barrett (WI)
Bass
Becerra
Bentsen
Berman
Bishop
Blagojevich
Blumenauer
Boehlert
Bonior
Borski
Boswell
Boucher
Boyd
Brady (PA)
Brown (CA)
Brown (FL)
Brown (OH)
Cardin
Carson
Castle
Clay
Clayton
Clement
Condit
Conyers
Coyne
Cramer
Cummings
Davis (FL)
Davis (IL)
DeFazio
DeGette
Delahunt
DelLauro
Deutsch
Dicks
Dixon
Doggett
Dooley
Edwards
Engel
Eshoo
Etheridge
Evans

Farr
Fattah
Fazio

Packard
Pappas
Parker
Pascrell

Paul

Paxon

Pease
Peterson (MN)
Peterson (PA)
Petri
Pickering
Pitts

Pombo
Portman
Poshard
Pryce (OH)
Quinn
Radanovich
Rahall
Ramstad
Redmond
Regula

Riggs

Riley
Roemer
Rogers
Rohrabacher
Ros-Lehtinen
Roukema
Royce

Ryun
Salmon
Sandlin
Sanford
Saxton
Scarborough
Schaefer, Dan
Schaffer, Bob
Sensenbrenner
Sessions
Shadegg
Shaw
Shimkus

NOES—173

Filner
Ford
Frank (MA)
Frost
Furse
Gejdenson
Gephardt
Gilman
Gordon
Green
Greenwood
Gutierrez
Harman
Hastings (FL)
Hilliard
Hinchey
Hinojosa
Hooley
Horn
Houghton
Hoyer
Jackson (IL)
Jackson-Lee
(TX)
Jefferson
Johnson (CT)
Johnson, E.B.
Kaptur
Kelly
Kennedy (MA)
Kennedy (RI)
Kennelly
Kilpatrick
Kind (WI)
Kolbe
Lampson
Lantos
Lee
Levin
Lewis (GA)
Lofgren
Lowey
Luther
Maloney (CT)
Maloney (NY)
Markey
Martinez
Matsui
McCarthy (MO)
McDermott
McGovern
McHale
McKinney
Meehan
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Shuster
Skeen
Skelton
Smith (MI)
Smith (NJ)
Smith (OR)
Smith (TX)
Smith, Linda
Snowbarger
Snyder
Solomon
Souder
Spence
Stearns
Stump
Stupak
Sununu
Talent
Tauzin
Taylor (MS)
Taylor (NC)
Thomas
Thornberry
Thune
Tiahrt
Traficant
Turner
Walsh
Wamp
Watkins
Watts (OK)
Weldon (FL)
Weldon (PA)
Weller
White
Whitfield
Wicker
Wilson
Wolf
Young (AK)
Young (FL)

Meeks (NY)
Menendez
Millender-
McDonald
Miller (CA)
Minge
Mink
Moran (VA)
Morella
Nadler
Neal
Obey
Olver
Owens
Pallone
Pastor
Pelosi
Pickett
Pomeroy
Porter
Price (NC)
Rangel
Reyes
Rivers
Rodriguez
Rothman
Roybal-Allard
Rush
Sabo
Sanchez
Sanders
Sawyer
Schumer
Scott
Serrano
Shays
Sherman
Sisisky
Skaggs
Slaughter
Smith, Adam
Spratt
Stabenow
Stark
Stenholm
Stokes
Strickland
Tanner
Tauscher
Thompson
Thurman
Tierney
Torres
Towns

Upton Watt (NC) Woolsey
Velazquez Waxman Wynn
Vento Wexler Yates
Visclosky Weygand
Waters Wise

NOT VOTING—14
Aderholt Gonzalez Meek (FL)
Capps Goode Moakley
Clyburn Hefner Payne
Dickey McDade Rogan
Dingell McNulty

0 1339

Mr. SNYDER changed his vote from
““no’ to “‘aye.”

So the resolution was agreed to.

The result of the vote was announced
as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mrs. CAPPS. Mr. Speaker, during rollcall
vote No. 278 on H. Res. 499, | was unavoid-
ably detained. Had | been present, | would
have voted “no.”

PERSONAL EXPLANATION

Mr. ROGAN. Mr. Speaker, on rollcall No.
278, | was inadvertently detained. Had | been
present, | would have voted “yes.”

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, pursuant to House Resolution 499, |
call up the bill (H.R. 3682) to amend
title 18, United States Code, to prohibit
taking minors across State lines to
avoid laws requiring the involvement
of parents in abortion decisions.

The Clerk read the title of the bill.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The bill
is considered as having been read for
amendment.

The text of H.R. 3682 is as follows:

H.R. 3682

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ““Child Cus-
tody Protection Act’.

SEC. 2. TRANSPORTATION OF MINORS TO AVOID

CERTAIN LAWS RELATING TO ABOR-
TION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title 18, United States
Code, is amended by inserting after chapter
117 the following:

“CHAPTER 117A—TRANSPORTATION OF
MINORS TO AVOID CERTAIN LAWS RE-
LATING TO ABORTION

““Sec.

‘2401. Transportation of minors to avoid cer-

tain laws relating to abortion.

“§2401. Transportation of minors to avoid
certain laws relating to abortion
‘“(a) OFFENSE.—Except as provided in sub-

section (b), whoever knowingly transports an

individual who has not attained the age of 18

years across a State line, with the intent

such individual obtain an abortion, if in fact
the requirements of a law, requiring parental
involvement in a minor’s abortion decision,
in the State where the individual resides, are
not met before the individual obtains the
abortion, shall be fined under this title or
imprisoned not more than one year, or both.

“‘(b) EXCEPTION.—The prohibition of sub-
section (a) does not apply if the abortion was
necessary to save the life of the minor be-
cause her life was endangered by a physical
disorder, physical injury, or physical illness,
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including a life endangering physical condi-
tion caused by or arising from the pregnancy
itself.

““(c) CiviL ACTION.—AnNy parent or guardian
who suffers legal harm from a violation of
subsection (a) may obtain appropriate relief
in a civil action.

‘‘(d) DEFINITIONS.—For the purposes of this
section—

“(1) a law requiring parental involvement
in a minor’s abortion decision is a law—

“(A) requiring, before an abortion is per-
formed on a minor, either—

‘(i) the notification to, or consent of, a
parent or guardian of that minor; or

““(ii) proceedings in a State court; and

‘“(B) that does not provide as an alter-
native to the requirements described in sub-
paragraph (A) notification to or consent of
any person or entity who is not described in
that subparagraph;

“(2) the term ‘minor’ means an individual
who is not older than the maximum age re-
quiring parental notification or consent, or
proceedings in a State court, under the law
requiring parental involvement in a minor’s
abortion decision; and

““(3) the term ‘State’ includes the District
of Columbia and any commonwealth, posses-
sion, or other territory of the United
States.”.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
chapters for part | of title 18, United States
Code, is amended by inserting after the item
relating to chapter 117 the following new
item:

“117A. Transportation of minors
to avoid certain laws relating
to abortion ... 2401.”.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Pursu-
ant to House Resolution 499, the
amendment printed in the bill is adopt-
ed.

The text of H.R. 3682, as amended, is
as follows:

H.R. 3682

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Rep-
resentatives of the United States of America in
Congress assembled,

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE.

This Act may be cited as the ““Child Custody
Protection Act”.

SEC. 2. TRANSPORTATION OF MINORS TO AVOID

CERTAIN LAWS RELATING TO ABOR-
TION.

(a) IN GENERAL.—Title 18, United States Code,
is amended by inserting after chapter 117 the
following:

“CHAPTER 117A—TRANSPORTATION OF
MINORS TO AVOID CERTAIN LAWS RE-
LATING TO ABORTION

“‘Sec.

‘2401. Transportation of minors to avoid certain

laws relating to abortion.

“§2401. Transportation of minors to avoid cer-
tain laws relating to abortion
‘“‘(a) OFFENSE.—

““(1) GENERALLY.—Except as provided in sub-
section (b), whoever knowingly transports an
individual who has not attained the age of 18
years across a State line, with the intent that
such individual obtain an abortion, and thereby
in fact abridges the right of a parent under a
law, requiring parental involvement in a minor’s
abortion decision, of the State where the indi-
vidual resides, shall be fined under this title or
imprisoned not more than one year, or both.

““(2) DEFINITION.—For the purposes of this
subsection, an abridgement of the right of a par-
ent occurs if an abortion is performed on the in-
dividual, in a State other than the State where
the individual resides, without the parental con-
sent or notification, or the judicial authoriza-
tion, that would have been required by that law
had the abortion been performed in the State
where the individual resides.
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““(b) EXCEPTIONS.—(1) The prohibition of sub-
section (a) does not apply if the abortion was
necessary to save the life of the minor because
her life was endangered by a physical disorder,
physical injury, or physical illness, including a
life endangering physical condition caused by or
arising from the pregnancy itself.

““(2) An individual transported in violation of
this section, and any parent of that individual,
may not be prosecuted or sued for a violation of
this section, a conspiracy to violate this section,
or an offense under section 2 or 3 based on a
violation of this section.

““(c) AFFIRMATIVE DEFENSE.—It is an affirma-
tive defense to a prosecution for an offense, or
to a civil action, based on a violation of this sec-
tion that the defendant reasonably believed,
based on information the defendant obtained di-
rectly from a parent of the individual or other
compelling facts, that before the individual ob-
tained the abortion, the parental consent or no-
tification, or judicial authorization took place
that would have been required by the law re-
quiring parental involvement in a minor’s abor-
tion decision, had the abortion been performed
in the State where the individual resides.

“(d) CiviL ACTION.—Any parent who suffers
legal harm from a violation of subsection (a)
may obtain appropriate relief in a civil action.

““(e) DEFINITIONS.—For the purposes of this
section—

““(1) a law requiring parental involvement in a
minor’s abortion decision is a law—

“(A) requiring, before an abortion
formed on a minor, either—

(i) the notification to, or consent of, a parent
of that minor; or

““(ii) proceedings in a State court; and

““(B) that does not provide as an alternative to
the requirements described in subparagraph (A)
notification to or consent of any person or en-
tity who is not described in that subparagraph;

““(2) the term ‘parent’ means—

“(A) a parent or guardian;

““(B) a legal custodian; or

““(C) a person standing in loco parentis who
has care and control of the minor, and with
whom the minor regularly resides;
who is designated by the law requiring parental
involvement in the minor’s abortion decision as
a person to whom notification, or from whom
consent, is required;

““(3) the term ‘minor’ means an individual who
is not older than the maximum age requiring pa-
rental notification or consent, or proceedings in
a State court, under the law requiring parental
involvement in a minor’s abortion decision; and

““(4) the term ‘State’ includes the District of
Columbia and any commonwealth, possession,
or other territory of the United States.”’.

(b) CLERICAL AMENDMENT.—The table of
chapters for part | of title 18, United States
Code, is amended by inserting after the item re-
lating to chapter 117 the following new item:
““117A. Transportation of minors to

avoid certain laws relating to

abortion ... 2401.”.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. CANADY) and
the gentleman from Michigan (Mr.
CONYERS) will each control 1 hour.

The Chair recognizes the gentleman
from Florida (Mr. CANADY).

GENERAL LEAVE

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, | ask unanimous consent that all
Members may have 5 legislative days
in which to revise and extend their re-
marks on the legislation under consid-
eration.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Is there
objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Florida?

There was no objection.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, | yield 5 minutes to my good friend,

is per-
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the gentlewoman from Florida (Ms.
ROS-LEHTINEN), the sponsor of the bill.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
CANADY) for his help throughout this
process in passing the Child Custody
Protection Act.

As a writer stated, of all the rights of
women, the greatest is to be a mother.
| and every mother will assure the
Members that an immediate bond ex-
ists as our newborn child is placed in
our hands, a bond that is sacred, a bond
that lasts forever, a bond that is in-
nate, a bond between parent and child.

This legislation is about one thing
and one thing only, Mr. Speaker, pro-
tecting the rights of parents from
being stripped by strangers who dare to
play and pretend to be mothers and fa-
thers with our children.
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This bill will make it a Federal mis-
demeanor for an adult to transport a
minor across State lines in order to
evade parental consent or notification
laws on abortion. Already 16 States
have parental consent laws, and 10
more have parental notification laws
on abortion.

Unfortunately, these laws are being
evaded by those who unscrupulously
take our minor daughters to obtain an
abortion without our consent or notifi-
cation. This law-breaking activity is
encouraged by the abortion mills in
States with consent or notification
laws. They advertise in publications in
States which do have those laws. They
entice law-breaking without consider-
ation of the physical and mental rami-
fications that this life-threatening
medical procedure can have on a
minor. Indeed, even the United States
Supreme Court noted that the proce-
dure leaves lasting medical, emotional
and psychological consequences and, it
said, particularly so when the patient
is immature.

Parents are required in schools
across our Nation to provide consent
for our daughters for field trips or even
to take an aspirin while in school cus-
tody. However, when it comes to our
daughters being subjected to a possible
life-threatening medical procedure, a
stranger can take our daughters with
no repercussions whatsoever.

This is simply not acceptable. This
bill, Mr. Speaker, does not implement
a Federal notification or consent law.
It merely helps States to enforce their
laws to ensure that parents are able to
comfort and advise their minor daugh-
ters during this crisis pregnancy. Con-
gress should send a clear message
across America that we stand for pa-
rental rights, that we will not allow
strangers to take advantage and ex-
ploit our young daughters.

Today | spoke with Joyce Farley, a
mother from Pennsylvania whose in-
herent right to comfort her daughter
during this difficult time was stripped
away by a complete stranger. Joyce’s
daughter became gravely ill after being
subjected to a botched abortion where
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she was taken by the stepmother of the
man who raped her. And it was only
after Joyce Farley noticed that her
daughter was ill that she learned that
the abortion had been committed on
her daughter.

For mothers like Joyce Farley and
her daughter, this legislation is about
women’s rights, the right of every
mother in our Nation to protect her
child from the unknown hand of a
stranger, the right of every mother to
protect her relationship with her
daughter. This issue goes above and be-
yond the abortion issue. It is about
your rights, my rights and every single
parent’s right to protect our children.

The Child Custody Protection Act
will provide peace of mind to countless
mothers and fathers across this great
land. | urge our colleagues to protect
our daughters and, of course, to protect
the sacred bond that exists between
parents and children.

| thank the gentleman from Florida
(Mr. CANADY) for yielding me the time.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in strong opposi-
tion to the bill, H.R. 3682. The bill pur-
ports to protect children by making it
a crime to accompany them as they
travel across State lines to get an
abortion if they are not in compliance
with their home State’s parental con-
sent or notification laws. This bill will
endanger children more than it will
protect them. It will have the cruel
practical effect of requiring young girls
to risk their lives by traveling across
State lines to obtain a safe and legal
procedure, despite the fact that it is in
their best medical interest to have
someone accompany them.

Make no mistake about it, under this
bill it is not a crime, not a crime for
the minor to go across State lines
without having complied with the pa-
rental consent laws. It is a crime to
have someone accompany them across
State lines. It is not strangers. It is
brothers and sisters, grandmothers and
grandfathers who would be made crimi-
nals. Unfortunately, again we are pay-
ing politics with the lives and well-
being of women by attempting to pass
laws that will have the effect of mak-
ing it more dangerous to obtain a legal
abortion.

The overwhelming majority of mi-
nors seeking abortions consult their
parents before they undergo the proce-
dure. Even in States that have no man-
datory parental consent or notifica-
tion, more than 57 percent of minors
under the age of 16 involve one or more
of their parents. No big government
mandate can make minors talk to their
parents more than they already do.

More than half of all minors not in-
volving their parents in an abortion de-
cision do involve an adult, including
many who involve a stepparent or
adult relative. These are the very same
people that we will make criminals if
this law is enacted and the same mi-
nors that will be isolated because of
this bill.
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The compassionate older sibling or
grandparent who insists on accompany-
ing a minor in order to ensure their
safety will be sent to jail if this bill be-
comes law. Even those ministers, rel-
atives or family friends who oppose
abortion but wish to ensure that the
minor undergoes a safe procedure and
comes home unharmed will be consid-
ered criminals based on the scheme
proposed in this bill.

Again, it is not a crime for the minor
to go across State lines without com-
plying with parental consent laws if
they go alone. It is only a crime if they
are accompanied.

For the subcommittee hearing, Mr.
Speaker, | had moving testimony from
Bill and Mary Bell submitted for the
record. The Bells are parents of a
daughter who died receiving an illegal
abortion because she did not want her
parents to know about her pregnancy,
but Indiana law required parental no-
tice before she could have a legal abor-
tion. A Planned Parenthood counselor
in Indiana informed Becky that she
would either have to notify her parents
or petition a judge in order to get the
abortion, and she responded that she
did not want to tell her parents be-
cause she did not want to hurt them.
And she also replied that if she could
not tell her parents, she certainly
could not tell a judge who she did not
even know. The counselor suggested
that Becky travel 110 miles away to
Kentucky where she would not need to
notify her parents, but instead she un-
derwent a botched illegal procedure
closer to home and died as a result.

Although this bill would not have
hurt Becky Bell, it will hurt young
women in similar situations who are
unable to cross State lines with some-
one else to obtain a safe and legal abor-
tion.

In addition, Mr. Speaker, we heard
testimony at the hearing that this bill
could make doctors and nurses crimi-
nals for the simple task of providing a
safe and legal abortion to a woman who
happened to live in another State. We
should resist at all cost this vile at-
tempt to scare and intimidate doctors
and nurses by creating a criminal
scheme that could have them thrown
in jail even when they are not aware
that a minor intends to evade a State’s
consent laws. By taking down a name
and address and setting up an appoint-
ment, clinic nurses could be acces-
sories to the crime. Even assisting in
having a cab drive a woman home,
someone could be found criminally re-
sponsible as an accessory after the fact
and, therefore, also subject to civil li-
ability.

The civil liability provisions of the
bill create a blanket Federal cause of
action for a parent who suffers “‘legal
harm.’”” Based on agency principles, the
doctor, the nurse, a cab driver, a bus
driver could be held civilly liable for
providing safe and legal assistance to a
minor. This federalization of tort law
is unprecedented and counter-
productive to what should be the com-
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pelling interest of ensuring doctors and
other health professionals the freedom
and comfort to provide the best medi-
cal care available.

How will insurance companies re-
spond to this new Federal tort? Will
they force doctors to interrogate any
woman looking under the age of 25?
Will they require birth certificates and
residence cards to prove their residence
before they are able to get the medical
care they are seeking? The civil liabil-
ity provision should be eliminated.

For these and many other reasons,
Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to
pause and take a long, hard look at the
consequences that will result from this
bill which will be encouraging the iso-
lation and endangerment of the young
Becky Bells of the world.

Mr. Speaker, | reserve the balance of
my time.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, | yield such time as he may con-
sume to the gentleman from Illinois
(Mr. HYDE) the chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

(Mr. HYDE asked and was given per-
mission to revise and extend his re-
marks.)

Mr. HYDE. Mr. Speaker, | think the
greatest threat to society today is the
assault on the family. No matter what
direction we look in, the authority of
the parents is being eroded. It is par-
ticularly true in entertainment. | have
yet to see a movie where the parents
are smart or know as much as the chil-
dren do. But the fact is, parental au-
thority is certainly a far cry from what
it once was.

Now, this bill seeks to reinforce the
primacy of the parent. Parents are
most suitable, when it comes to caring
for, nurturing care for their young
daughter. We pass laws for the normal
situation, not the abnormal. We deal
with the abnormal situation in the ju-
dicial bypass. But the fact is, the over-
whelming majority of parents love
their daughters, care for their daugh-
ters, are concerned for their daughter’s
welfare, health, safety more than any-
body else is, more than a social worker,
more than a relative no matter how
close. There is something about paren-
tal love that is unique.

Now, what about the parents that are
not there? What about the abusive par-
ents? What about the child that is ter-
rified that telling a parent would result
in some bodily harm or some irrev-
ocable estrangement? That is why we
have a judicial bypass. Twenty-two
States have these laws requiring paren-
tal notification, but every law requires
the placement of a judicial bypass for
those circumstances where it is inap-
propriate for whatever reason to try to
notify the parents.

How do you get to the judge if you
are a young girl and you have this
problem pregnancy? Well, the abortion
clinic, euphemistically so-called,
should require the parents be notified
if that is the law of the State. And if
the parents are not notified, they can
direct the young lady to a social work-
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er who will take care of the judicial by-
pass. So the mechanics are there. The
process is there. But what you have to
have is an adult, preferably the parent,
the loving, caring, nurturing, uniquely
caring parent making a decision, pro-
viding advice, supporting, helping the
child in this very important operation.

Now, to me it is grotesque that in a
school you cannot take a Tylenol, you
cannot have your ears pierced without
parental consent. But abortion, which
is an irrevocable act that has con-
sequences perhaps permanent, if it is
not done just properly, if the uterus is
damaged or perforated; and that re-
minds me of another thing, do not for-
get, follow-up care following an abor-
tion. What if the young lady goes
across the State with whomsoever, has
the abortion and then comes back and
has adverse consequences, starts hem-
orrhaging?

Well, the clinic that performed the
abortion on her is nowhere to be found.
That is when you need your parents.
That is when you need somebody to
care about whether you live or die and

that you get the medical care you
need.

So it is a terrible mistake to avoid
parental authority, parental respon-

sibility, to camouflage that and to go
to another State to avoid the laws of
the State of residence of the young
lady for the purposes of an abortion.

Now, lastly, as a grandparent, |
would be very concerned if my daugh-
ter were to be young and have an abor-
tion and | not know about it, because |
have an interest as a parent, too, in the
children of my children. But this pro-
tects the child. This provides the fol-
low-up care that may be necessary, if
you obey the law.

Let us reinforce the family. Let us
not tear it down. | hope Members will
support this well thought out, nec-
essary bill.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, | yield 5
minutes to the gentlewoman from New
York (Mrs. LOWEY).

(Mrs. LOWEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)
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Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentlewoman for yielding me this
time, and | rise in opposition to this
bill. This is a dangerous misguided bill
that isolates our daughters and puts
them at grave risk. That is why the
President has threatened to veto it.

Under this legislation, young women
who cannot turn to their parents when
facing an unintended pregnancy will be
forced to fend for themselves without
any help from any responsible adult.
Thankfully, most young women, more
than 75 percent of minors under age 16,
already involve their parents in the de-
cision to seek an abortion, and that is
the good news. But not every child is
so lucky. Not every child has loving
parents.

Now, | believe that those young
women who cannot go to their parents
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should be encouraged to involve an-
other responsible adult, a grandmother
or an aunt, in this difficult decision.
Already more than half of all young
women who do not involve a parent in
the decision to terminate a pregnancy
choose to involve another adult, in-
cluding 15 percent who involve another
adult relative, and that is a good thing.
Unfortunately, this bill will impose
criminal penalties on adults like
grandmothers who come to the aid of
their granddaughters.

We have tried to address this problem
at the Committee on Rules by exempt-
ing close family relatives from crimi-
nal liability under the bill, but that
amendment was denied. As a result,
this bill will throw grandmothers in
jail for assisting their granddaughters.
Mr. Speaker, | am a grandmother of
two, and | believe grandparents should
be able to help their grandchildren
without the risk of being thrown in
jail. Unfortunately, this legislation
would criminalize that involvement.

And so this bill tells young women
who cannot tell their parents, ““Don’t
tell anyone else. Don’t tell your grand-
mother. Don’t tell an aunt. No one can
help you. You are on your own.”

Let me give you one tragic example.
Ten years ago Becky Bell was 17. Un-
fortunately, she became pregnant. Hop-
ing to keep the pregnancy from her
parents, she went to a local Planned
Parenthood clinic. They told her that
under Indiana law, if she wanted an
abortion, she would have to obtain her
parents’ permission or ask a judge for a
waiver. Well, Becky was ashamed to
tell her parents and said, ““If | can’t
tell my mom and dad, how can | tell a
judge, who doesn’t even know me?”’ So
Becky obtained an illegal back-alley
abortion, an illegal, unsafe abortion
that Kkilled her.

Parental consent laws did not force
Becky to involve her parents in her
hour of need. Just the opposite. At her
most desperate hour, Indiana’s paren-
tal consent law drove Becky away from
the arms of her parents and straight
into the back alley.

Mr. Speaker, parental consent laws
do not protect our daughters, they Kill
them. They do not bring families to-
gether, they tear them apart. And so |
ask the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
CANADY), how many young women like
Becky Bell will lose their lives because
of this legislation? How many more of
our daughters will be killed by these
misguided laws?

Mr. Speaker, | firmly believe that we
should make abortion less necessary
for teenagers, not more dangerous and
difficult. We need to encourage teen-
agers to be abstinent and responsible.
We need a comprehensive approach to
keeping teenagers safe and healthy. We
do not need a bill that isolates teen-
agers and puts them at risk.

I urge my colleagues to vote ‘“‘no’’ on
this legislation.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, | yield 2 minutes to the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. Ros-
LEHTINEN).
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Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
CANADY) for yielding me this time be-
cause | want to refute what the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. LOWEY)
said, and the other speakers, about this
Becky Bell case. It reminds me of what
Benjamin Franklin said about the
death of a beautiful theory by a gang of
brutal facts.

Let me give my colleagues the brutal
facts about this Becky Bell case. Abor-
tion advocates claim that this case
came from an illegal or self-induced
abortion; that this young lady sought
this illegal abortion because she was
afraid to tell her parents about the
pregnancy as required by Indiana law.
And certainly that Becky died is a
tragedy. However, there is no solid evi-
dence whatsoever to support the claim
that she died of an illegal or self-in-
duced abortion.

In fact, several abortion advocates
have expressed concerns about using
this case as an example of an illegal
abortion death. And let me give my
colleagues some of the most recent
opinions and statements and evidence
to date.

The head of forensic pathology at In-
diana University said, ‘| cannot prove
she had an illegal abortion. | cannot
prove she had anything but a sponta-
neous abortion.” The pathologist on
the case found no evidence of internal
injury, which he felt ruled out a self-in-
duced abortion. And even the Execu-
tive Director of Planned Parenthood
said, and | quote, ‘‘I have some reserva-
tions about hyping this whole thing
when it is so mixed about what actu-
ally went on.”

A well-known doctor, very well
known on the abortion issue says, and
I quote, “The most reasonable prob-
ability is that Rebecca Bell died of an
overwhelming pneumonia death, the
same condition that puppeteer Jim
Henson died of. Ms. Bell probably had
an incomplete spontaneous abortion,
which is a miscarriage, with tissue still
remaining in the uterus, which is typi-
cal of a spontaneous miscarriage.”

The facts clearly point to the fact
that although it seems like a good ex-
ample to use, Becky Bell did die, there
is no doubt about that, but she did not
die from an abortion as a result of not
wanting to go to her parents with the
news of her pregnancy. Those are the
facts.

Mr. Speaker, | submit for the RECORD
further documentation relating to the
case of Becky Bell.

NEW YORK, NY,
September 4, 1990.
Re Rebecca Suzanne Bell.
BECKY MOORE,
United Families,
Eugene, OR.

DEAR Ms. MOORE: There is no evidence of
any septic abortion contained in the coro-
ner’s report; there is no infection in or
around the uterus, no pus, no odor to the
uterus and no peritonitis. The serosa of the
uterus is described as ‘‘smooth and glisten-
ing.” In the case of a septic abortion this tis-
sue would be shaggy and discolored. Further,
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all blood cultures were consistently nega-
tive. Indeed, there is no evidence for an in-
duced abortion at all: no marks or stigmata
of instrumentation (dilation of the cervix by
instruments, marks on the cervix, etc.) in
the genital tract.

The most reasonable probability is that
Rebecca Bell died of an overwhelming strep-
tococcus pneumonia (the same condition
that puppeteer Jim Henson died of). Ms. Bell
probably had had an incomplete spontaneous
abortion (miscarriage) with tissue still re-
maining in the uterus (typical of a sponta-
neous miscarriage). The tissue which re-
mained showed absolutely no evidence of in-
fection or inflammation. If the coroner had
been convinced of a ‘‘septic abortion” he
should have made cultures of that tissue: if
this had truly been a death from septic abor-
tion the cultures of the tissue would have
yielded streptococcus pneumoniae. Finally,
in the case of a septic abortion the lungs
would have shown septic pulmonary emboli,
not generalized pneumonia.

In short, the cause of death here was prob-
ably overwhelming pneumonia unrelated to
the abortion/miscarriage. This was about as
superficial and careless (not to say ‘‘neg-
ligent’’) an autopsy as | have seen in my con-
siderable experience evaluating medico-legal
files over the past twenty years.

I would strongly suggest that all slides of
tissues examined at autopsy be reviewed by
a competent impartial pathologist. | am con-
fident that my opinion will be supported.

Sincerely,
BERNARD N. NATHANSON, M.D.
NATIONAL RIGHT TO LIFE
COMMITTEE, INC.
Washington, DC.
KNOWN FACTS OF THE BECKY BELL CASE

Abortion advocates, including Becky Bell’s
parents, claim that Becky Bell died in 1988
from an illegal or self-induced abortion. She
allegedly sought the illegal abortion because
she was afraid to tell her parents as required
by Indiana law.

Certainly, that Becky Bell died is a trag-
edy. However, there is no solid evidence to
support the claim that she died of an illegal
or self-induced abortion. In fact, several
abortion advocates have expressed concerns
about touting the Becky Bell death as an il-
legal abortion death.

Among the most recent evidence and opin-
ions to date:

“l cannot prove she had an illegal abor-
tion. | cannot prove she had anything but a
spontaneous abortion,” said [Dr. John] Pless
[head of forensic pathology at Indiana Uni-
versity Medical Center, who performed the
autopsy on Becky Bell].—‘“Abortion debate
shifting,” by Joe Frolik, Cleveland Plain
Dealer, page 1, Sept. 9, 1990.

Pathologist She . . . found no evidence of
internal injury, which he felt ruled out a
self-induced abortion. Nor were there any
marks on Becky’s cervix that would be left
by the instruments commonly used for clinic
abortions.—same article.

“l heard about Becky’s death right away,
but | heard conflicting opinions right away,
too,”” said Delbert Culp, executive director of
Planned Parenthood of Central Indiana. ‘I
have some reservations about hyping this
whole thing when it’s so mixed about what
actually went on.””—same article.

“In this case, the pathology report is nota-
ble in that while there is evidence of massive
infection in the lungs and elsewhere in the
body, there is no evidence of infection on the
outside or within the uterus . . . [the germ
that killed Becky] is a common pneumonia
germ . . . which is unlikely to originate from
a contaminated abortion procedure.”—Dr.
John Curry, former head of the Tissue Bank
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at Bethesda Naval Hospital, as quoted in “A
rush to blame in Becky Bell’s death,”” by Cal
Thomas, Washington Times, Aug. 9, 1990.

Karen Bell [Becky’s mother] believes her
daughter had someone try to induce an ille-
gal abortion . . . [Heather] Clark [Becky’s
best friend] insists her friend did nothing of
the sort, saying Rebecca talked about get-
ting a legal abortion in Kentucky until she
died. She thinks Rebecca had a spontaneous
abortion.—“Abortion Law: Fatal Effect?”’ by
Rochelle Sharpe, Gannatt News Service,
Washington, D.C., Nov. 24, 1989.

Note: For more information about the
Becky Bell case, including the coroner’s re-
port, autopsy report and other news stories,
please contact the NRLC State Legislative
Department at (202) 626-8819.

NATIONAL RIGHT TO LIFE
COMMITTEE, INC.,
Washington, DC.
THE BECKY BELL CASE: NOT AN ILLEGAL
ABORTION DEATH

Abortion advocates, including Becky Bell’s
parents, claim that Becky Bell died in 1988
from complications of an illegal abortion she
allegedly sought because she was afraid to
tell her parents as required by the Indiana
law.

However, the facts of the case do not sup-
port the abortion advocates’ claims.

Fact 1. Becky, suspecting she was preg-
nant, went to Planned Parenthood in Indian-
apolis for advice.

Fact 2. After Becky left Planned Parent-
hood, she talked about going to Kentucky
for an abortion.

Fact 3. Becky was scared and confused.

Fact 4. She considered both adoption and
abortion.

Fact 5. Her best friend, Heather Clark, be-
lieves Becky miscarried, and did not have an
abortion.

Fact 7. On the day before her death, Becky
asked Heather Clark to make a Saturday ap-
pointment at a Kentucky abortion clinic.

Fact 8. Becky’s baby was still alive imme-
diately before she died.

Fact 9. Becky Bell did not die from an ille-
gal abortion.

Heather Clark, Becky’s best friend, was,
unlikely Becky’s parents, in her confidence
during the last week of her life. As reported
by Rochelle Sharpe of Gannett News Service
in Abortion Law: Fatal Effect? (11/24/89), the
two girls together: went to Planned Parent-
hood, where a counselor . . . told them about
the Indiana parental-consent law. During the
four months of her pregnancy, though, Re-
becca wavered ..., Clark said. She con-
templated a trip to Kentucky abortion clinic
or running away to California, where she
planned to have the baby and put it up for
adoption. Most of the time, she said, Rebecca
favored the abortion, but she kept postpon-
ing her trip out of state.

Karen Bell [Becky’s mother] believes her
daughter had someone try to induce an ille-
gal abortion . . . Clark insists her friend did
nothing of the sort, saying Rebecca talked
about getting a legal abortion in Kentucky
until she died. She thinks Rebecca had a
spontaneous abortion. . . .

Whatever happened, Rebecca got sicker by
the day. She was so sick at school on Tues-
day, she was crying when she saw her friend
Clark. . . .

By Thursday, ‘““‘She was so sick, she could
not breath,” Clark said. ““She couldn’t lay
down all the way.”’

Still, Rebecca asked Clark to make a Sat-
urday appointment at the Kentucky abor-
tion clinic. As she lay dying, Clark said Re-
becca requested she call one of her friends,
who’d gone to the Kentucky clinic. That girl
described the procedures to Rebecca.
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Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Col-
orado (Ms. DEGETTE).

Ms. DEGETTE. Mr. Speaker, | rise in
strong opposition to the deceptively ti-
tled Child Custody Protection Act. |
am a mother, too. | have two young
daughters. And | would hope and pray
that my two young daughters would
come to me if they got into the tragic
situation of an inadvertent pregnancy.
But if they could not come to me, | cer-
tainly do not want them in a back
alley having an unsafe abortion.

Do we want to create a society where
young women who face an unintended
pregnancy cannot turn to a relative or
a close friend for help? Do we want to
increase the number of illegal and
often lethal back-alley abortions? Do
we want to criminalize grandparents
for taking their grandchildren to an-
other State for an abortion? Do we
want to criminalize a bus driver who
transports a minor across State lines
for an abortion? Do we want to force
the few young women who cannot in-
volve their parents in these decisions
into potentially violent and abusive
situations by forcing them to get the
consent of their dysfunctional parents?
| think not. And | think we should vote
against the bill for this reason.

Columnist Ellen Goodman said last
week, “You can’t write a law forcing
parent-child communication.” But if
we try, we are going to see tragedies
across this country.

If my colleagues do not like the
Becky Bell example, let us talk about
Spring Adams, a 13-year-old girl from
Ildaho who was shot to death by her
parent after he learned she intended to
have an abortion for a pregnancy that
he himself caused.

The proponents of this bill claim it
to be constitutional. But it would be
the first Federal legislation which
would restrict the rights of the adults,
of the adults, to cross State lines le-
gally. That is why this bill is unconsti-
tutional. It is wrong. It will not solve
the problem and we need to reject it.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, | yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Arkansas (Mr. HUTCHINSON).

Mr. HUTCHINSON. Mr. Speaker, |
thank the gentleman for yielding me
this time.

Mr. Speaker, the issue before us
today involves two important values:
The rule of law and the role of parents.
The law before us upholds each of these
values.

The practice of transporting a minor
across State lines to obtain an abor-
tion is not simply an abstract discus-
sion. In the State of Arkansas, where |
live, there are parental notification
laws in place to assure parents are con-
sulted. And, yes, there is an appro-
priate provision for judicial override in
those extraordinary circumstances
that dictate that parents should not be
involved. However, Arkansas borders
on three States that do not require pa-
rental consent. Abortion clinics do not
hesitate to encourage minors to cross
State lines to obtain an abortion.
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A Texas clinic, for example, has
taken out an ad in the Little Rock
phone book targeting Arkansas teens
by stating that it, ““Specializes in teen-
age care and in difficult cases.”

In 1996, 746 Arkansas residents trav-
eled out of State to obtain an abortion.
Based upon the hearing that was held
in the Subcommittee on the Constitu-
tion of the Committee on the Judici-
ary, it is clear a significant number of
these 746 abortions were in order to cir-
cumvent Arkansas’s parental notifica-
tion law. This is an affront to the rule
of law.

But the rule of law is not the only
value that will be protected by this
law. The bill fortifies parents’ respon-
sibilities to provide guidance and care
for their child. It is the role of the par-
ent, not the government and, yes, not
the grandparent to raise a child. And in
critical times like that of an unex-
pected pregnancy, a child most benefits
from the guidance of a parent. To deny
the parents the ability to know and to
act in the best interest of their child
not only harms the parent but harms
the child as well.

The long-term physical and emo-
tional consequences of abortion must
be taken into consideration. Parents
need to be aware of their daughters’
situations so that they can provide
critical counseling to that child. Re-
gardless of our position on abortion,
this law makes sense for all involved.
It protects the rule of law, the respon-
sibility of parents, and the well-being
of our children.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from New
York (Mr. NADLER).

Mr. NADLER. Mr. Speaker, I rise in
opposition to this bill. Mr. Speaker, de-
spite the rhetoric, we all know that the
real purpose of this bill is to make it
even more difficult for women to exer-
cise their constitutionally protected
right to have an abortion. That is the
real motivation and that is what is
driving this bill, not the concern about
parental involvement.

We know, in any event, that 75 per-
cent of women under the age of 16 con-
sult their parents before seeking an
abortion. But young woman who feel
they cannot confide in their parents
will now be unable to confide in their
grandparents or any other adult. This
bill would punish young women, would
force them to risk their health and iso-
late them from adults who might be
able to help them in a time of crisis.
This bill would force a young woman to
drive by herself for long distances both
before and after an abortion rather
than allow a responsible adult to ac-
company her.

The American Medical Association
has noted women who feel they cannot
involve a parent often take drastic
steps to maintain the confidentiality of
their pregnancies, including running
away from home, obtaining unsafe
back-alley abortions, or resorting to
dangerous, sometimes fatal self-in-
duced abortions. The AMA has reported
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that, “The desire to maintain secrecy
has been one of the leading reasons for
illegal abortion deaths since 1973.””

This bill, Mr. Speaker, is a death sen-
tence for many young women. Like all
parental consent laws, this bill further
risks women’s health because it delays
abortions. As we all know, the further
a pregnancy progresses, the more dan-
gerous any termination procedure be-
comes. We should be taking action to
ensure that abortions are as safe as
possible, and we should be strengthen-
ing sex education and increasing the
availability of contraception to help
reduce the number of unintended preg-
nancies. This bill does not address
those issues, and instead seeks to iso-
late teenagers and makes their lives
even more difficult.

This bill also invites families to sue
one another for damages. Who gets to
sue? Parents. Even parents who have
been abusive or have abandoned their
children. Fathers who have raped their
daughters are allowed to sue for dam-
ages. Who can they sue? They can sue
doctors, clinics and relatives.

What about the criminal penalties?
This bill could force a grandmother to
go to jail for coming to the aid of a
grandchild. It could criminalize almost
any adult relative of a child who tries
to help the young woman at this time.

Proponents of this bill ignore these
concerns and wave around judicial by-
pass as a panacea. But the judicial by-
pass option of many parental consent
laws has proven ineffective. Many local
judges refuse to hold hearings or are
widely known to be anti-choice and
refuse to grant bypasses, despite rul-
ings of the Supreme Court that they
cannot withhold a bypass under certain
conditions.

This bill also promotes a dangerously
unconstitutional concept. | know of no
other law that seeks to make it crimi-
nal to accompany someone to a dif-
ferent State for the purpose of doing
something that is legal in that State.
Will we next make it illegal to help
someone go from New York, where
gambling is illegal, to Atlantic City or
to Las Vegas? What this bill really
says is: We regret forming the Con-
stitution. We regret our Federal union
and we want to go back to a series of
sovereign States, back to the Articles
of Confederation. That is simply fool-
ish and dangerous.

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to
reject this bill and to affirm that in a
Federal union we cannot criminalize
going to another State to do what is
legal in that State.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, | yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Kansas (Mr. RYUN).

Mr. RYUN. Mr. Speaker, | rise today
in strong support of this measure,
knowing that another young girl will
secretly be taken across State lines
and have an abortion without her par-
ents’ knowledge. And | want to empha-
size that: Secretly taken across State
lines without her parents’ knowledge.
This is done to bypass State parental
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requirements. This circumvents the
State law and it must end, and we are
taking a step in that direction today.

H.R. 3682, the Child Custody Protec-
tion Act, will make it a Federal offense
for adults with no legal parental au-
thority to transport someone else’s
child across State lines for the purpose
of having an abortion. The Child Cus-
tody Protection Act will punish those
who disregard the safety of our chil-
dren while, at the same time, returning
to parents the authority to make those
important medical decisions for their
children.

I know as a parent of four children,
Anne and | appreciate as much input as
we possibly can have in the medical de-
cisions of our children, and that is why
I urge my colleagues to support H.R.
3682. We must protect the authority of
parents, the welfare of our children,
the rights of the unborn, and this is a
beginning in that direction.

0O 1415

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, | yield my-
self such time as | may consume.

Section 2401(b)(2) specifically ex-
empts prosecution of a young lady who
goes by herself across State lines.
There is nothing in the bill that pre-
vents skipping around the parental
consent laws. So we just want to re-
mind people of that.

Mr. Speaker, | yield 2 minutes to the
gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr.
MEEHAN).

Mr. MEEHAN. Mr. Speaker, | urge
my colleagues to oppose the bill cur-
rently under consideration. This bill
rests on a fallacy. The fallacy is that
we can compel each and every woman
to inform her parents or a judge about
her desire to have an abortion. The re-
ality is quite different.

Some young women are horrified at
the prospect of telling their parents or
a judge about a pregnancy, and they
will do everything in their power to
avoid it. So the question we really
should be asking ourselves today is
this: What will these young women do
if H.R. 3682 were enacted into law? The
answer is some will travel across State
lines alone to have abortions, while
others will be accompanied by trusted
friends and relatives to underground il-
legal abortion providers who offer a
way around consent laws.

Can this really be the sort of behav-
ior we want to encourage? We tell
adults who have teeth pulled to bring
along a friend or a family member to
drive them home. Yet some Members of
this body apparently have no qualms
about seeing young women who cross
State lines for abortion take home the
bus with strangers.

Mr. Speaker, we all would welcome a
world where abortion is less prevalent,
but I, for one, will not attempt to usher
in that world by erecting obstacle after
obstacle in the way of a woman’s right
to choose. | assure my colleagues we
will pay a steep price for that strategy
in the currency of many pregnant
young women’s health and safety. |
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urge opposition to this misguided legis-
lation.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, | yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Tennessee (Mr. BRYANT).

Mr. BRYANT. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me the
time.

| rise this afternoon as a cosponsor of
this bill and in strong support of this
legislation and urge my colleagues to
vote in support of it. While there are
fundamental differences between us re-
garding the prolife and prochoice de-
bate, for many of us there is common
ground regarding the protection of pa-
rental rights and the health of our
teenage children.

And certainly we are talking about
teenage children here. We are not talk-
ing about women. We talking about
young girls that are underage here,
teenagers; 9-, 10-, 11-, 12-year-old teen-
agers up to perhaps, | guess, age 18 be-
fore in most States they become a
minor.

The truth of the matter is that many
of these young pregnant teenagers,
these young girls, 12- 13-year-old girls
are being impregnated by adult boy-
friends, more than 18-year-old men; and
they are being carried across State
lines by these young men who are 18 or
over or by their parents.

We heard cases where the mother of
this boyfriend carried this young teen-
age girl across a State line, unbe-
knownst to her own parents, so she
could get an abortion. And this is a
complicated medical invasive proce-
dure we are talking about. We are not
talking about crossing State lines to
go gambling or to go shopping. We are
talking about major surgery here that
has, as with any surgery, a very high
risk not only during the surgery, but
after the surgery.

And to make matters even worse,
this mother of the boyfriend or this
boyfriend does not know the medical
history completely, nor does that child
know her own complete medical his-
tory that might be of some relevance
to this doctor.

Could there be a worse nightmare out
there for parents to be in a situation
where their child is across the State
lines dying perhaps in one of these clin-
ics without their knowledge? And all of
this can be avoided by simply passing
this law that allows a responsible par-
ent, a guardian, or even a court where
there are bad parents to intervene in
this type of situation.

This bill guarantees the goals of both
sides of this issue, and | urge my col-
leagues to support this for the health
and safety of our teenage children and
for the responsibilities of knowing and
caring parents.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. WOOLSEY).

(Ms. WOOLSEY asked and was given
permission to revise and extend her re-
marks.)

Ms. WOOLSEY. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today in strong opposition to H.R. 3862.
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The idea that a girl who has a good
relationship with her parents would
face an abortion without parental sup-
port is absolutely absurd. Some young
girls are forced to go behind their par-
ents’ back. They have to do that for
their own safety.

A third of the young women who do
not notify their parents have been vic-
tims of family violence. They do not
consider it safe to involve their own
parents.

I am outraged. Here we are, with the
far right majority in Congress wanting
to make it a crime to help pregnant
girls, when we know that not all par-
ents are loving. Some pregnancies are
even caused by a family member. Some
parents are in denial. Some are not
knowledgeable. They cannot help that
young person.

But let us face it, even teenagers can
have sex without parental support or
consent. Teenagers can continue a
pregnancy, receive prenatal care, and
deliver a baby without parental con-
sent. Teens can also give the baby up
for adoption without parental consent.
The only thing they are prevented from
doing by this bill is making the deci-
sion to end the pregnancy.

This bill seeks only to isolate young
women who cannot involve their par-
ents. We should be helping our teen-
agers. We should be helping our young
women. Instead of criminalizing free-
dom of choice, we should be providing
the support services that teens need.
They need a better education. They
need health care. They need support
services.

Many of the same people who are
supporting this bill today and oppose a
young woman’s right to choose con-
stantly oppose teaching our children
about birth control, about their op-
tions to prevent pregnancies in the
first place.

I urge my colleagues to vote against
this bill.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, | yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Kentucky (Mr. LEWIS).

Mr. LEWIS of Kentucky. Mr. Speak-
er, | rise today in support of this much
needed legislation.

The Child Custody Protection Act of-
fers the Members of this Chamber the
opportunity to safeguard the rights of
their parents and their special respon-
sibility of caring for their children
they have brought into this world. It is
time for the Congress to speak loud
and clear in defense of the family.

Allowing other adults to circumvent
State law requiring parental involve-
ment in a minor’s abortion deprives
the child of the security, love, and wis-
dom that only a mother and father can
provide in the most difficult times.

| fully recognize that the practice of
abortion is a divisive issue in our coun-
try today, and | hope that one day we
will again honor the sanctity of life
and reject the Kkilling of millions of
preborn babies.

Despite the different views toward
abortion, | believe the great majority
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of Americans remain committed to
strong families where children can face
difficult decisions with the help of a
mother or father. Yes, some parents
are better than others, and there are
laws to protect their children from
abuse or irresponsible mothers or fa-
thers.

The truth is that parents will never
be able to offer perfect advice or guid-
ance for their children. However, |
know of no better refuge for a child
who is confronting a personal crisis
than the emotional support of a parent.
Encouraging a child to procure an
abortion, with all its emotional con-
sequences and health risks, without pa-
rental involvement, is an assault on
this refuge and historic legal rights of
parenthood.

I strongly urge my colleagues to sup-
port H.R. 3682. The overwhelming ma-
jority of Americans agree that we must
protect the fundamental right and re-
sponsibility of parents to protect their
minor daughters from those adults who
have no legal responsibility for the
child, but decide that a secret abortion
is the preferred option. Let us respect
the States’ parental notification laws
that promote strong families and en-
courage minors to make wise decisions.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, could | de-
termine the amount of time remaining
on both sides, please?

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
EWING). Both Members have 42 minutes
remaining.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentlewoman from Or-
egon (Ms. FURSE).

Ms. FURSE. Mr. Speaker, | rise
today in strong opposition to H.R. 3682.

We have heard a great deal today
about the sanctity of parenthood. Well,
I am a parent. | think parenthood is a
great, great thing. But let us talk
about reality as well. | am sometimes
very much afraid there is a big dis-
connect in this institution about re-
ality.

Just assuming that all families are
good and kind does not make them so,
and | think it is grotesque, yes, gro-
tesque, that there are people in this in-
stitution who deny reality and in doing
so jeopardize the lives of our daugh-
ters.

This legislation assumes that all
young women have a safe, warm, loving
family, but, however, | know that there
are many young women who fear phys-
ical and emotional abuse at home and
who know that disclosure of pregnancy
would bring violence to them.

I am not talking just generally. |
want to tell you about one such girl,
one such family, one such case: Spring
Adams, 13 years old, living in Idaho.
Her father, Rocky Adams, raped her,
and she became pregnant. She tried to
get her mother to take her to Portland,
Oregon, where she could have a safe
and legal abortion, and her mother was
afraid of Rocky Adams, rightly so. He
was a violent, violent man.

Spring did not know about a court,
that she could go to a judge. She was 13
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years old. Eventually a trusted friend
said she would take Spring to Oregon,
but it was too late for Spring because
that night her father, hearing that she
was going to get an abortion of this
child that he had caused, this preg-
nancy, he shot her through the head.

Not all families, not all families, are
kind and loving. Spring Adams’ family
was not.

Let us vote for Spring Adams. Let us
vote against this bill that will jeopard-
ize our daughters’ safety.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, | yield 6
minutes to the gentleman from New
Jersey, Mr. SMITH.

Mr. SMITH of New Jersey. Mr.
Speaker, | think it is becoming abun-
dantly clear to a growing number of
Americans that abortion is violence
against children. Abortion methods rip
and tear innocent, unborn babies to
pieces. Abortion methods dismember
children with razor blades attached to
suction machines. Abortion methods
include pumping and injecting deadly
poisons into the baby for the express
purpose of killing the child.

Abortion methods include killing the
baby as he or she is actually being
born. The partial birth abortion meth-
od, as we now know, entails jamming
scissors into the child’s skull and then
vacuuming the brains out.

Abortion is violence against children,
Mr. Speaker. Thus, it seems very clear
to me that secretly transporting teen-
agers across State lines to procure
abortions in a State with no parental
notification or parental consent com-
pounds the violence by exploiting the
vulnerable minor.

Mr. Speaker, my colleagues may re-
call that when the partial birth abor-
tion ban was debated on this floor
many proabortion organizations, in-
cluding Planned Parenthood Federa-
tion of America and their research
arm, the Guttmacher Institute, wrote a
letter saying that there were and |
quote, ‘“‘fewer than 500"’ partial birth
abortions per year in the country, in
the entire country.

That statement, just like other
statements that they made, has turned
out to be totally bogus. It turned out
to be a lie. One leading proabortionist
even said that he *“lied through his
teeth” on this issue.

It was a New Jersey newspaper, the
Bergen Record, that broke the story
that just one clinic in my State, the
Metropolitan Medical Associates in En-
glewood, did about 1,500 partial birth
abortions each and every year, many of
them on teenagers. That’s three times
the number the abortion industry told
us were performed in the entire nation.

Now we know that the Metropolitan
Medical Associates and other abortion
mills in New Jersey advertise and mar-
ket their business in Pennsylvania and
elsewhere, and use the fact that New
Jersey does not have a parental con-
sent or parental notice law as a way of
luring young girls to that clinic and to
other clinics.

If you look at this yellow page ad,
promoting the Metropolitan Medicine
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Associates Mr. Speaker, it stresses
that pregnancies up to 24 weeks, 6
months, very large, very mature ba-
bies, can be terminated, that is—mur-
dered—without parental knowledge,
without parental consent. No waiting
period, no parental consent, that is
how they advertise in the Pennsylvania
phone book.
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These ads are telling young teens,
‘“‘Hey, we can end your baby’s life, and
your parents never need to know; it
will be our secret.” But if a teenager’s
secret abortion leads to complications,
what then? Where is it written that the
person driving the frightened and often
very vulnerable 12 or 14 year old to an
abortion mill is responsible? Who picks
up the pieces of the shattered young
girl when the bleeding, when the psy-
chological and the emotional and the
physical consequences set in? Obvi-
ously it will be her parents, or one of
her parents. They will be responsible
for and involved in her care after the
abortion, when the disaster hits. The
parents, should have had the chance to
be involved without the circumventing
of the more than 20 State laws that re-
quire parental involvement in this irre-
versible decision that takes a human
life.

On May 21, Mr. Speaker, Joyce Far-
ley testified before the House Commit-
tee on the Judiciary’s Subcommittee
on the Constitution, and she said, and
I will quote her only briefly:

““My daughter was a victim of several
horrible crimes between the ages of 12
and 13. My child was provided alcohol,
she was raped and then taken out of
the State by a stranger to have an
abortion. This stranger turned out to
be the mother of the adult male who
provided the alcohol and then raped my
12-year-old daughter while she was un-
conscious. The rapist’'s mother ar-
ranged for and paid for an abortion,
and it was performed on her child. This
woman lied and falsified records.”

And she goes on to say:

“Following the abortion the mother
of the rapist dropped off my physically
and emotionally battered child in a
town 40 miles away from our home.
The plan was to keep the rape and the
abortion secret.”

Then she goes on to say how, when
she discovered the consequences, she
then swung into action and did every-
thing humanly possible to help her
child who was bleeding and in severe
pain.

We need to say, Mr. Speaker, that
the law does indeed matter. These
State laws are there for a purpose.
Other States are contemplating paren-
tal-involvement statutes as we speak.
We need to say that parents matter,
and we need to help those vulnerable
children who are being carried across
State lines and pushed into abortion
clinics by relative strangers and who in
many cases have their own reasons for
making sure that these girls get abor-
tions.
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Finally, Mr. Speaker, Americans
overwhelmingly support the Child Cus-
tody Protection Act. When asked a
very simple question that goes right to
the core of parental responsibility,
“Should a person be able to take a
minor girl across State lines without
her parents’ knowledge to get an abor-
tion”, 85 percent of Americans said no;
only 9 percent said yes.

Mr. Speaker, | urge my colleagues to
support this very pro-child, pro-family,
pro-parent legislation that has been of-
fered by the courageous pro-life leader,
the gentlewoman from Florida (Ms.
ROS-LEHTINEN). | want to thank the
gentleman from Florida (Mr. CANADY)
as well for his exemplary work in shep-
herding this legislation through, and
the gentleman from Illinois (Mr. HYDE)
and all of us who had a part. It is a
very important piece of legislation,
and it will help our minor girls.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, | yield 2
minutes to the gentleman from West
Virginia (Mr. WISE).

Mr. WISE. Mr. Speaker, | thank the
gentleman for yielding this time to me.

Mr. Speaker, this is one of those
issues we just got to wrestle with and
wrestle with our conscience.

| support parental notification, | sup-
port the West Virginia statute which
requires parental notification except in
very limited circumstances, and to the
gentleman who just recited a national
poll, quoted from a poll saying that 85
percent feel that someone should not
be able to take a minor girl across
State lines for purposes of having an
abortion without parental consent, he
can put me down in that if | am asked
the question just as he phrased it. But
then if | am asked: What about the
Spring Adams case where her father
molested her and raped her, and be-
cause he found out she was going to
have an abortion shot her; was he
someone that my colleagues would re-
quire parental consent of?

What about the limited cir-
cumstances? | happen to believe that
the case cited, the Joyce Farley case,
by the proponents of this legislation is
a horror. But | also think that the
Spring Adams case, in which she was
raped by her father and then shot by
her father, is a horror as well.

There is another reason, too, that I
oppose this legislation: Because | do
not think we want the FBI and the
Federal authorities criminalizing
brothers and sisters and other loved
ones who may feel that this is the only
way they can help their pregnant sis-
ter.

In West Virginia recently, because of
overcrowded jails, and we are not the
only State with overcrowded jails, ev-
erybody here has them, an inmate was
killed because of an overcrowded jail,
and the argument now is what kind of
criminal offenses are we putting people
in jail for? Do we really wanted to sub-
ject a brother or a sister to the crimi-
nal penalties, to imprisonment, for
doing something that they do whether
rightly or wrongly they do out of love
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and trying to help their sister? Is this
something that we want frightened
couples to be faced with?

I urge us not to compound one trag-
edy by adding on another tragedy, and
so for that reason | oppose this legisla-
tion.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, | yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from South Dakota (Mr. THUNE).

Mr. THUNE. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman from Florida for yield-
ing this time to me.

Mr. Speaker, 1, too, rise in support
today of the Child Custody Protection
Act and want to comment, based on lis-
tening to the debate on the floor today
and the tenure of that debate, that this
is not an easy issue, this is a difficult
issue, and yet standing for what is
right is never going to be easy, and |
want to credit the gentleman from
Florida (Mr. CANADY) and the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. Ros-
LEHTINEN) for the courage that they
have demonstrated by bringing this im-
portant piece of legislation to the
floor.

I think it really revolves around
three basic, fundamental questions.
The first is: Does this Congress want to
affirm the most basic and fundamental
institution in our culture today, and
that is the family? Secondly: Does this
Congress want to affirm States rights
to regulate and impose restrictions on
abortions? And finally: Does this Con-
gress want to affirm respect for the
sanctity of human life? And if we an-
swer yes on any or all three of those
questions, then this is really a very
simple and straightforward issue. It is
not complicated, and most of the social
problems that we encounter and see in
America today can be traced back to
one very simple basic problem, and
that is that the American family has
been undermined, eroded and attacked
on every front.

Mr. Speaker, the family is disinte-
grated, and government policy has
aided that disintegration on every
front by making it more difficult for
families to spend time with their chil-
dren; and opposing this legislation, as
those on the other side have indicated
they will do, further disenfranchises
parents from their children.

This is not a value-neutral issue.
This strikes at the very core of our
country’s and our culture’s value sys-
tem, and far be it from this Congress to
stand in the way of life, to stand in the
way of families and parents and their
children and to stand in the way of the
ability of States to affirm their com-
mitment to our most basic and fun-

damental core values in our culture
today.
So | support this legislation and

would encourage my colleagues on both
sides of the aisle to stand firm in sup-
port of families, in support of life and
in support of those States out there
that are doing what they can to see
those values are upheld.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, | yield 6
minutes to the gentlewoman from
Texas (Ms. JACKSON-LEE).
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(Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas asked
and was given permission to revise and
extend her remarks.)

Ms. JACKSON-LEE of Texas. Mr.
Speaker, | thank the gentleman from
Virginia (Mr. ScoTT) for his leadership.

This is a very difficult debate. It is
one that gains us no friends, no ticker-
tape parade, no applause and no posi-
tive newspaper headlines.

For those that believe that politics is
all about that, it would mean that
those of us who oppose this legislation
should quietly go to our seats.

But this process of democracy goes
further than the latest headline. It is
about truth, it is about reason and ra-
tionale, it is about reality.

Mr. Speaker, it is a tragedy to think
that anyone who opposes this legisla-
tion is a bad parent, a bad human
being, a bad American, but yet the
characterization is for those who have
a sense of concern, who want to express
to the American people the realities of
life, that they are bad people.

There are good people in all places,
and there are good intentions, and this
legislation has its good intentions. But
allow me to share with my colleagues
the reality of what happens when we
pass this legislation.

First of all, we condemn all teen-
agers. We take the opposite of a parent
that is not responsible. We begin to
categorize all of our young people as ir-
responsible and people who do not have
the ability to quietly know they have
made a mistake and make their own
choices along with the consultation of
a private doctor, maybe, or religious
leader, or a grandparent.

I wish those two young persons in
New Jersey from prominent, well-en-
dowed families, believing that they
were in love with each other, had ca-
reers ahead of them, were in college.
They were just convicted last week for
murder of their new born baby. | wish
that they had had individuals who they
could counsel with to save not only
their lives but the life of that baby.

This particular law starts off with
the wrong premise, that all of us are
blessed with the American apple pie
tradition of a mom and a dad, worship
on weekends, grandparents, parades
and picnics. But one-third of teenagers
who do not tell a parent about a preg-
nancy have already been the victims of
family violence. Studies show that the
incidence of violence in a dysfunctional
family escalates when the wife or a
teenaged daughter becomes pregnant.
This is the reality of what we are deal-
ing with.

Likewise, how many medical groups
were inquired of about this legislation?
The American Academy of Pediatrics,
the American Medical Association, the
American Association of Family Physi-
cians and the American College of Ob-
stetricians and Gynecologists oppose
mandatory involvement for minors
seeking abortions, concluding that ac-
cess to confidential services is essen-
tial.

Let me tell my colleagues what the
proponents say about this legislation:
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“Don’t worry about the problems.
You can go to the courthouse and get a
waiver. You can go down to your local
courthouse, stand before a judge and
tell them about the most personalized
act where you were caught up in the
quagmire of your emotions. You may
go to the courthouse; that is called a
judicial bypass.”’

Well, my colleagues, that is what
this democracy is all about, because |
come from an inner-city district where
| venture to say that many of my
young people, God bless them, could
not find the courthouse, would be in-
timidated by the courthouse, would be
intimidated by the process.

I represent young people like Alisha
who lives with a single parent who is in
a treatment facility for drugs and alco-
hol. Alisha herself is under treatment
for mental dysfunctional aspects of her
life. She has no father, and she is preg-
nant. Now the circumstances may be
different, but just put Alisha in the
context of seeking an abortion in an-
other State and maybe possibly going
to a religious leader, an aunt, or an
uncle, or a cousin, or a grandparent.
Those people would be fined and put in
jail for 1 year.

That is the neighborhood that | come
from. | am not ashamed of it. | just
recognize it.

Or maybe the single parent with four
children: Neither the father of my chil-
dren are with me to help support or
raise my children. | myself did not fin-
ish school. I am a dropout. | started my
family at age 16. 1 am on a fixed in-
come of $484, and after paying rent that
is what | have as the remaining mon-
eys to support my children. I have a
pregnant teen at home.

My colleagues, it is time that we use
the floor of the House for a debate with
the American people, that we tell them
the truth.

Yesterday we joined in support of
giving grandparents more rights. We
applauded the need to assure that if
you give someone custodial rights or
visitation rights in one State as a
grandparent, they can have it in an-
other. Today we come and deny that
same grandparent the right to nurture
and to counsel and to be with a child in
their distress, and what we do is we say
to that grandparent, that friend, that
emergency medical personnel, we say
to all of them, that religious leader,
“You are criminals, we disregard you,
we disrespect you.”’
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This legislation has good intentions,
Mr. Speaker, but | would simply argue
that we can do better by teaching pre-
ventive measures, by respecting our
young people, by embracing them and
loving them, by teaching them absten-
tion, by educating them, and by em-
bracing the families that we have; by
embracing the families that we have,
the single parent family, the household
where there is nothing but teenagers,
the dysfunctional family.

There is no shame in America to ac-
cept all of us as God’s children. If we do
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that, with all of the good intentions of
this legislation, we will recognize that
the value of everyone’s life is impor-
tant; and that young person who finds
comfort not in the home of that inces-
tuous family, that violent family, that
dysfunctional family, but may find it
with that aunt or uncle or grandparent
or responsible friend, will save the
lives of many as they go forward to
make a very important decision.
Maybe we will not have young people
incarcerated in prison, like the two
young lovers in New Jersey who loved
each other but did not understand and
find their lives destroyed because they
are now in jail because they killed a
living being.

Help us to make the right decisions.
I would ask my colleagues to defeat
this legislation, not because we do not
care but because the rights of Ameri-
cans are being threatened.

Mr. Speaker, thank you for the opportunity
to speak on this hill. | hope that my colleagues
will consider the importance of this legislation.
Our Supreme Court has held that women
have the right to seek an abortion. A pregnant
minor is in crisis. She needs someone to
speak with, and someone to trust. If we force
our daughters, granddaughters, our sisters,
and our nieces and cousins to act without the
guidance of someone they can trust, where
will they turn? Perhaps this bill should be
called the teen endangerment act!

| am very concerned about children and
teenagers in America and | want teenage
women to have the right to reproductive health
care. We know that in 1992, the Supreme
Court decided Planned Parenthood v. Casey.
In a highly fractionated 54 decision, the high-
est Court of our Nation reaffirmed the basic
constitutional right to for both adult and young
women to obtain abortions.

As a result of Casey v. Planned Parent-
hood, courts now need to ask whether a State
abortion restriction has the effect of imposing
an undue burden on a women'’s right to obtain
an abortion at any point during her pregnancy.
This decision, thereby opened the door to
States to legislate issues of parental involve-
ment in minors’ abortion decisions.

Currently parental involvement laws are in
effect in 30 States. Although my home State
of Texas does not require parental consent or
notification, Louisiana, which borders my
home State requires parental consent before a
minor can receive an abortion. If H.R. 3682 is
passed, the bill would have the effect of feder-
ally criminalizing these laws, extending their
effect to States that have chosen not to enact
such an obstructive and potentially dangerous
statute.

| received a letter from a constituent in
Houston, Texas, a fifteen year old girl whose
mother, a single parent was in a treatment fa-
cility for drugs and alcohol. This young woman
found herself pregnant while her mother was
still in treatment, and without any offer of help
from her boyfriend, she made the decision to
have an abortion. As a child herself, she did
not feel ready to care for a child.

The true victims of this act will be young
girls and young women. The enactment of this
law would undoubtedly isolate these young
women at a time of crisis. If a minor feels she
is unable to tell her parents about her preg-
nancy, she would have no recourse to receive
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the medical treatment she needs at a time
early enough in the pregnancy to perform a
safe abortion.

We know that confidentiality is essential to
encourage minors to seek sensitive medical
services and information. Young women must
often seek abortion services outside their
home State for a variety of reasons.

| agree that adolescents should be encour-
aged to speak with their parents about issues
such as family planning and abortion. How-
ever, the Government cannot mandate healthy
family relations where they do not already
exist. We need to protect our young women
from being forced to seek unsafe options to
terminate their pregnancies, and we need to
encourage them to speak with other family
members, religious leaders to guide them
through this time of crisis.

In fact, yesterday the House passed legisla-
tion which recognized the importance of
grandparents in the lives of their grand-
children. Republicans and Democrats alike
spoke about how grandparents could offer
guidance and love and encouragement to their
grandchildren. Yet, the legislation before us
today would criminalize grandparents’ involve-
ment in their granddaughters’ lives.

| am hopeful that my colleagues will vote to
oppose this bill in order to allow young women
to access adult guidance and safe, legal abor-
tions.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, | yield 2 minutes to my colleague,
the gentleman from Florida (Mr.
WELDON).

Mr. WELDON of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, | thank the gentleman for yielding
me this time.

Mr. Speaker, | rise in support of the
legislation. I commend the author, the
gentlewoman from Florida (Ms. Ros-
LEHTINEN) for crafting this piece of leg-
islation.

As many know, | practiced medicine
prior to coming to the House, to in-
clude working in emergency rooms. |
can testify to all of you, one of the
things an emergency room doctor fears
in the course of his practice is to have
a minor child come into the emergency
room unaccompanied by a parent or
legal guardian in need of acute medical
care.

The reason they fear that is because
if you sew up a laceration or give a
medication and find that the parents
were unhappy with that particular
intervention, you can get yourself into
a lot of trouble. Indeed, in some States
you can actually be charged for assault
for providing needed medical care to a
minor child.

But in the interpretation of Row v.
Wade, in many States, | believe 30 of
them, that doctor can perform an abor-
tion, without any fear of being charged
with assault or prosecution. However,
he cannot give that child aspirin for a
headache. Indeed, the school nurse can-
not give a child aspirin for a headache.
The technician who works in the jew-
elry store cannot pierce the ears of a
minor child without parental consent,
but in many States that same minor
child can go and have an invasive pro-
cedure, a surgical procedure, an abor-
tion, a procedure with the associated
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risks of hemorrhage, infection, infertil-
ity, death, but the child cannot have
their ears pierced.

Twenty States have appropriately re-
sponded to the will of the people, who
have recognized in those States that
this kind of a legal logic is crazy, and
they have passed reasonable parental
consent laws. But we have a situation
right now, today, where children are
being carried across State lines with-
out their parents’ knowledge to have
abortions performed.

Now we have before us today, before
the House of Representatives, | believe
a very reasonable and appropriate stat-
ute which makes that process illegal.
It respects the laws in those States,
and | encourage all of my colleagues to
vote yes on this legislation.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, | yield 8
minutes to the gentleman from North
Carolina (Mr. WATT).

Mr. WATT of North Carolina. Mr.
Speaker, | thank the gentleman from
Virginia for yielding me time for the
purpose of debating this important
issue.

Mr. Speaker, | regret that the spon-
sor of this legislation, the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. RoOs-
LEHTINEN) left the floor, because | have
the greatest amount of respect for her
and | am sure that her intentions in of-
fering this legislation are honorable
and with good intentions.

This is a very difficult issue. Some
folks tried to make it an issue on
whether you support abortion or do not
support abortion, or whether you sup-
port choice or do not support choice.
But there are some very, very com-
plicated issues involved in this legisla-
tion, and | regret that the Committee
on Rules did not make some proposed
amendments in order that would have
allowed us to address those issues and
vote them up or down. | would like to
spend a few minutes talking about
some of those issues, if | might.

| said in the debate on the rule that
this is unprecedented legislation. | be-
lieve it is. The sponsors of this legisla-
tion, the proponents of this legislation,
have said that this is about trying to
protect those 22 States that have pa-
rental consent legislation in their
States.

Well, what about the 28 States who
do not have parental consent statutes
in their State? If we owe a duty to pro-
tect one in our federalist system, in
our system where States have rights to
make laws, what obligations do we
have to the 28 States?

What, for example, would happen if,
as is the case now, we have gambling
legal in one State and gambling not
legal in the adjoining State? The par-
allel here would be we would be making
it a criminal act for people to trans-
port somebody across State lines to en-
gage in gambling because it was illegal
in the State in which it was taking
place.

Some States have marital statutes
that define the age at which Kkids can
marry. The parallel here would be we
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would make it a criminal act to trans-
port a minor across State lines if the
law in one State said you have to be 18
and the law in the adjoining State says
you can be 16 and marry.

So you have some very difficult Fed-
eralism issues that have been kind of
masked over here because the folks
who are proponents of this bill would
like to have you believe that they are
the defenders of States rights. They are
always the defenders of States rights,
but when the States disagree with
them in writing their laws, then, all of
a sudden, they do not defend the states’
rights to make those laws. And these
have been matters which have been
governed by State law. The Federal
Government has no statutory rule on
when one can have an abortion or when
one gets parental consent. All of this is
governed under State law.

The second issue: | said in the debate
on the rule that this bill is probably
unconstitutional. | offered an amend-
ment in the Committee on Rules say-
ing please let us debate this issue on
the floor. The Committee on Rules
said, no, we will not make your pro-
posed amendment in order. My amend-
ment would have said we are going to
put an exception for the physical
health and safety of the minor in the
bill.

Now, we think the Supreme Court
has said that that is required to make
this law a constitutional law, and, be-
cause of the importance of it, which 1
acknowledged at the outset of this de-
bate, | would think if it were so impor-
tant, we would want to make it con-
stitutional.

But what are the practical implica-
tions we are talking about here? You
have a young girl who is feeling not
well. She is pregnant. The closest hos-
pital is across the State line. Some-
body other than her parent is at home,
and they transport that young girl
across the State line.

Under this bill it is criminal, because
there is no intent standard in the bill.
There is no protection of the health,
physical health of the minor in the bill,
so you have got to make a choice be-
tween trying to save a baby or getting
consent, when you might jeopardize
the health of that young girl for the
rest of her life. She could become a
paraplegic.

We were hard on the chairman of our
subcommittee because we kept asking
him, would you want your daughter to
be a paraplegic, trying to save an un-
born infant? That is a difficult issue.
That does not minimize the issue. It is
a difficult issue which this bill does not
address, and the fact that we were not
able to offer amendments will not
allow us to address.

Third, we talk about the family
issue. Who is family? Sure, Ozzie and
Harriet, it was a mother and father and
two children. But in some commu-
nities, grandparents have taken over
the role of parenting. And, under this
bill, if they assume that role respon-
sibly, not as strangers, as my col-
leagues would have you believe this
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bill is all about, but they assume that
role responsibly, they become crimi-
nals under the bill.

So there are some difficult issues
that are not addressed in this bill. We
can gloss them over if we want to. The
Committee on Rules did not want us to
talk about them, obviously, because
they did not make my amendment in
order which said there ought to be an
exception for the physical health of the
minor. They did not want us to talk
about the fact that there is no intent
to violate the law or statute. So even if
you transport somebody across the line
just because they are feeling bad, if
they end up having an abortion in the
adjoining State, then you are a crimi-
nal. They did not want us to talk about
the Jackson-Lee amendment which
would have protected the grandparents,
not strangers, because we know that,
in many communities, grandparents
have assumed those roles.

Those issues do not get addressed,
and this bill is unworthy and ought to
go back. | encourage my colleagues to
vote against it.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, | yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Utah (Mr. CANNON) a member of
the Committee on the Judiciary.

Mr. CANNON. Mr. Speaker, | am
pleased today to rise in support of this
legislation and would like to commend
the gentlewoman from Florida (Ms.
RoOs-LEHTINEN) on her thoughtful work
on this issue.

Several of my colleagues will come
before you today to speak about their
reasons for supporting this legislation.
I personally have six; that is, six
daughters.

Mr. Speaker, a yes vote on this legis-
lation allows me to protect them. Our
State parental notification and consent
laws exist for a reason, to guard our
children against individuals who would
otherwise risk their physical and emo-
tional health and safety.

Allowing the transport of minor chil-
dren across State lines in order to cir-
cumvent these laws makes a mockery
of the integral role parents play in the
lives of their young daughters. A vote
against this legislation transfers to
strangers the right of parents to keep
their children safe.

Mr. Speaker, to protect the precious
lives of my daughters and the daugh-
ters of parents nationwide, | urge a yes
vote on this important issue.

May | just add, | have great con-
fidence in the American people, and |
believe that they can make a distinc-
tion between interstate gambling laws
and marriage laws, as opposed to laws
affecting such important matters as
pregnancy and abortion among young
women.

O 1500

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentlewoman from Cali-
fornia (Ms. HARMAN).

Ms. HARMAN. Mr. Speaker, | thank
the gentleman for yielding me this
time.
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Mr. Speaker, as a mother of four chil-
dren, two daughters and two sons, |
find this probably the most difficult
part of the debate on the right to
choose.

Some years back, when | first consid-
ered the issue of parental consent, my
response was, | am a responsible par-
ent, | have a trusting relationship with
my daughters. | want them to talk to
me before seeking to exercise their
constitutional right to choose. That
was my initial position, until | thought
about many other families and many
other relationships, and until | con-
sulted my own daughters. Their re-
sponse was, Mom, of course we would
talk to you. We trust you, we know
you. We know that you would give ad-
vice in our interests, and we also have
listened to you over the years, and we
know that the best thing to do is to
avoid unwanted pregnancies. But none-
theless, they said, what about other
girls? What about other families? What
about other situations where there is
no trust relationship? Then what? And
their answer, and | believe it is the an-
swer we have heard from speaker after
speaker, was those girls will not talk
to their parents; those girls will seek
to have unlawful abortions or to make
other unwise choices, and we have cer-
tainly heard the sordid tale of the cou-
ple in New Jersey who made a terrible
decision and are having to pay for it.

At any rate, my views have evolved
on the subject, and | stand here to say
that. My views are that | work as hard
as possible to keep a trust relationship
with my daughters, and one of them is
still a teenager, and to make certain
that they do consult me about the crit-
ical decisions in their lives, not just a
decision like this; but that | do not
presume that other daughters have the
same opportunity that mine do, or that
other mothers, even if they have good
intentions, have the same success that
| have been able to have with my own
children.

So my conclusion is that this is a
tough subject, particularly tough for
parents, but that the right answer is
my daughters’ answer, and that is to
make certain that there is adult con-
sultation, to make certain that young
girls get advice, but not to require that
they get parental consent, which is, 1,
to undermine their right to choose; but
2, to undermine their health. That is
why | oppose this legislation.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, | yield 3 minutes to the gentle-
woman from Wyoming (Mrs. CUBIN).

Mrs. CUBIN. Mr. Speaker, | am
pleased to be here today to speak on
behalf of the Child Custody Protection
Act, and | want to thank the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. Ros-
LEHTINEN) for her hard work in bring-
ing this important issue to the fore-
front today.

I believe this Federal law is long past
due. | am a parent as well. As a parent,
when my children were in school, |
used to have to sign a release form to
allow them to go to a museum 6 blocks

H5531

from the school. If they had a headache
at school and they wanted to take an
aspirin, that required parental consent.
How can a parent think that those acts
are acceptable, and yet a life-changing
act like having an abortion is some-
thing that a child should and could de-
cide on their own? We have heard some
very tragic cases, and there are very
tragic cases on all sides of this issue.

An unwanted pregnancy in and of
itself is a tragic situation, but I want
to talk to my colleagues about another
group of young women, of minors, that
have not been discussed here today,
and | think they are girls like | think
I would have been had | been faced with
an unwanted pregnancy when | was a
teenager. | had a good relationship
with my parents, | had a good relation-
ship with my family. | still do. If | had
found that | was pregnant when | was a
minor, | would probably have wanted
to have an abortion not because of
what it would do in my life, and not be-
cause | was considering this unknown
child that | was carrying, but because
I would not want to hurt my mother
and my father and my family. That is
the wrong reason to get an abortion,
and | venture to say there are many,
many, many young girls out there who
would get an abortion for that reason.

When in the life of a girl does she
need the wisdom, guidance, love and
support of her parents more than when
she is facing an unwanted pregnancy?
While I know, I believe there are tragic
situations out there that have occurred
because parents, some sick parent was
notified that the daughter was going to
get an abortion, that is the minuscule
minority. We have to look at what is
best for the vast, vast majority of our
young people, and facing an unwanted
pregnancy and making the decision to
kill one’s own child when one is 12, 13,
14 years old is wrong. Those girls need
their parents. They need all the love
and guidance they can get. They de-
serve it. Let us pass this law.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, | yield 5
minutes to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania (Mr. GREENWOOD).

Mr. GREENWOOD. Mr. Speaker, |
would like to begin by associating my-
self with the remarks made by Mem-
bers on both sides of this debate about
the difficulty of this debate. This is not
an easy one. It really divides our own
allegiances, those of us who are par-
ents, and many of us have spoken
about our parenthood in this debate. It
divides our allegiance between the nat-
ural tendency of a parent to want to
make sure that their children remain
under their custody and their control,
and our allegiance to want to do some-
thing to help those teenagers in Amer-
ica who are not so fortunate, who do
not have parents who spend the time
with them and talk with them, and
who feel alone in these kinds of agoniz-
ing decisions.

As a parent of two daughters, | know
that for those of us who try as hard as
we can to commit ourselves to commu-
nicating with and nurturing our chil-
dren, the laws on parental consent and
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parental notification do not make a
difference, because they cannot break
that bond. The bond that a parent es-
tablishes with a child is not going to be
broken one way or another by these
laws.

But | think I also know, and | think
I know some of this from my days as a
social worker working with children
who were abused and neglected and
otherwise had very agonizing and very
difficult lives, for those parents who
simply will not talk with their chil-
dren, these kinds of laws cannot make
that bond. It would be nice if we could
pass this law and suddenly that would
engender discussions between parents
and children, but that will not be the
result.

When we try to legislate in this area,
we quickly discover that we are in an
area where we do not belong. One can-
not build a relationship with three
pieces of paper. This is the legislation
we are discussing today, three slim
pieces of paper, and these three slim
pieces of paper, even if signed by the
President, and they will not be, they
are not going to build a relationship
between a mother and a daughter or
between a father and a daughter. They
are not going to change the behavior;
the behavior will remain the same.
When we try to legislate in this area,
we recognize how foolish it is.

Let me just cite some examples of
the way this law does not make any
sense and will not have any effect and
will not be able to be enforced if a
young lady comes to her aunt and says,
I think | might be pregnant, and |
think | want to go to the neighboring
State across the river.

I live in Pennsylvania; right across
the river | can see New Jersey. If a
young girl in my community went to
her aunt and said, | cannot talk to
Mom and Dad about this, or | do not
have a mom, and my dad will not talk
to me about any of this, will you go
with me? And the aunt says, honey, |
will be with you; I will see you through
this decision. And the young lady, 17
years old, goes to the neighboring
State of New Jersey and discovers that
she is pregnant and decides then and
there to have an abortion, and does so,
legally, is the aunt that took her there
now to be jailed because she trans-
ported her across the State line? If she
drives her to the bridge in Frenchtown,
New Jersey, and says, meet me on the
other side, walk across the State line,
and | will pick you up on the other
side, is she to be jailed for that, or has
she escaped these three thin pieces of
paper with which we are trying to
change this behavior? If the aunt buys
her a bus ticket in Pittsburgh and says,
I cannot go with you, but here is the
bus ticket to New Jersey, will she be
subject to these laws? | could go on and
on, but the fact of the matter is we
cannot fix this with three thin pieces

of paper.
I wish we could. | wish that if this
law went into effect, teenagers in

America would say, hum, I cannot get
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an abortion out of State without pa-
rental consent; now no one can take
me over without going to jail. There-
fore, what | will do is change my sexual
behavior or | will suddenly create a dis-
cussion with my parents. That will not
happen.

What will happen with this kind of
law is most people will not know they
are violating it, and most people will
not get it enforced, but some people
will end up in jail as a result of it, in-
advertently. But mostly what will re-
sult will be kids alone in strange cities
in other States forced to travel by
themselves, safely or unsafely, hitch-
hiking, being driven by another minor,
alone and not with someone who cares
about them, not a relative, a grand-
mother, an aunt who would care for
them. They will be there alone, they
will be there unsafe; they will have
their abortions later, because they will
delay the decision, and we will have ac-
complished nothing.

How much better would it be if we
could be on this floor of this House of
Representatives today actually struc-
turing ways to prevent these teenagers
from becoming pregnant, to prevent
these teenagers from making the kinds
of wrong decisions that they make that
lead to the sexual behavior, that lead
to the inadvertent pregnancies.

I hope my colleagues will see the wis-
dom of voting against this bill.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, | would inquire concerning the
amount of time remaining on both
sides.

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The gen-
tleman from Florida (Mr. CANADY) has
27%2 minutes; the gentleman from Vir-
ginia (Mr. ScoTT) has 15 minutes.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, | yield 2 minutes to the gentleman
from Alabama (Mr. ADERHOLT).

Mr. ADERHOLT. Mr. Speaker, |
would like to commend the gentle-
woman from Florida (Ms. RoOs-

LEHTINEN) for working to protect chil-
dren as well as the rights of the par-
ents.

As has just been mentioned a few mo-
ments ago by my colleague, children
cannot go to a trip to the museum
without their parents’ consent. Chil-
dren cannot be given a minor pain re-
liever like aspirin without their par-
ents’ consent. So the real question be-
comes, why should a child be allowed
to undergo a life-changing and dan-
gerous medical procedure such as abor-
tion without their parents’ knowledge
and permission?

This act that we are discussing
today, the Child Custody Protection
Act, will seek to protect the rights of
parents to choose what is best for their
minor children. I know it has been
mentioned here today, but let me men-
tion again that currently 22 States
have parental notification laws, but
what good will it do if a child can be
taken across State lines by a total
stranger to the parents and receive an
abortion in a neighboring State.

The fact is that some abortion clinics
actually advertise in the phone books,
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with the words, ‘““No parental consent
required.” It makes it very clear that
these young women are being ex-
ploited.

This violation of the parents’ rights
to make medical and moral decisions
for the children has gone on for too
long. Parents have a right to know
what is happening to their children,
and this bill that we are discussing
today will strengthen those rights and
protect young women from those who
would seek to capitalize on this kind of
vulnerability.

I am proud to stand here today in
favor of the Child Custody Protection
Act. | urge my colleagues to support
this bill that will protect the parents’
right to know.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, | yield 3
minutes to the gentleman from Illinois

(Mr. DAVIS).
Mr. DAVIS of Illinois. Mr. Speaker,
first of all, I want to thank the gen-

tleman from Virginia (Mr. ScoTtT) for
yielding me this time.

Mr. Speaker, | rise today in opposi-
tion to H.R. 3682, the Child Custody
Protection Act, although perhaps a
more fitting title for this legislation
would be, the Teen Endangerment Act.
I will tell my colleagues why.

This bill threatens to isolate a young
woman from friends, extended family,
and other advisors who may help her to
make a difficult decision. Regardless of
our political views, we can agree that
during trying times, every young
woman should be surrounded by caring
people who will provide comfort, sup-
port, and advice. ldeally we all agree
that parents should be directly in-
volved. However, we must understand
that many young women are not fortu-
nate enough to have one, let alone two,
concerned parents.
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Yet, this bill would effectively tell
these young women that honorable
men and women who may not be fam-
ily, but are as compassionate as fam-
ily, cannot care for them.

Now, supporters of this bill cite the
need to protect young women from
overreaching adults who may attempt
to assist them, against their will, in
traveling into other States where there
is no requirement of parental notifica-
tion or consent.

If this was the case, then | would be
in support of this legislation. However,
a closer look at the facts show young
women in this Nation are not under at-
tack from such ruthless adults. In fact,
most young women involve one or both
parents in decision-making, and in
those cases where a parent is not in-
volved, women turn to trusted rel-
atives or family friends who often pro-
vide guidance to them during a very
difficult period in their lives. Yet, this
bill would criminalize the actions of
these compassionate people.

I am troubled, because if we are seri-
ous about teaching young women to
make rational decisions, then why is
this Congress proposing a measure that
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does little more than complicate an al-
ready delicate situation?

It is our job, Mr. Speaker, as | see it,
to ensure that there is no element of
coercion in this very serious decision.
That is why | urge my colleagues to
support the motion to recommit, which
would punish those people who would
coerce those people to travel across
State lines, where there is no require-
ment, and oppose H.R. 3682, the Child
Custody Protection Act, which in actu-
ality, instead of actually helping, does
in reality hurt and harm our children.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, | yield myself such time as | may
consume.

Mr. Speaker, as | have been listening
to the debate here today, | have been
struck by some of the rhetoric that has
been used. Quite frankly, I have been
disappointed by some of the arguments
I have heard. | think it is important for
the Members to focus on this bill and
exactly what it does.

This is a very straightforward bill. It
is a bill that is designed to deal with a
serious problem. As anyone who has
listened to the debate will know, that
is the problem of minor girls being
transported across State lines for the
purpose of obtaining an abortion in de-
fiance of parental notification and con-
sent laws.

Lest anyone think this is not really a
serious problem, | would quote Cath-
erine Colbert, who in 1995, as an attor-
ney with the pro-abortion Center for
Reproductive Law and Policy, stated
“There are thousands of minors who
cross State lines for an abortion every
year.” “There are thousands who cross
State lines for an abortion every year.”

So this is a practice that is going on
on a widespread basis. Despite the fact
that over 20 States have parental con-
sent or notification laws, vulnerable
teenage girls are still being taken from
their families to out-of-State abortion
clinics, in disregard of the legal protec-
tions the States have provided.

Today this House has an opportunity
to curb this abuse and to protect the
health and well-being of minor girls.
The bill before the House today would
amend title 18 of the U.S. Code by
criminalizing the knowing transpor-
tation across the State line of a minor
girl with the intent that she obtain an
abortion, in abridgement of a parent’s
rights of involvement under the law of
the State where the child resides.

I would ask the Members to focus on
this specifically. This requires knowing
transportation across the State line
with the intent that an abortion be ob-
tained. Some of the examples, some of
this parade of horribles we have had,
clearly would not take place under this
explicit language which requires the
knowing transportation with the in-
tent that the minor obtain an abortion.

Under the bill, a violation of a paren-
tal right occurs when an abortion is
performed on a minor in a State other
than the minor’s State of residence and
without the parental consent or notifi-
cation, or the judicial authorization
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that would have been required had the
abortion been performed in the minor’s
State of residence.

The Child Custody Protection Act
gives the parents of the minor girl a
civil cause of action if they suffer legal
harm from a violation of the bill. The
bill also, we should note, explicitly
provides that neither the minor herself
nor her parents may be prosecuted or
sued in connection with a violation of
the Act. The bill also contains an ex-
ception for the life of the mother.

In addition, the bill provides an af-
firmative defense to prosecution or
civil action where the defendant rea-
sonably believed, based on information
obtained directly from the girl’s par-
ents or other compelling facts, that the
requirements of the girl’s State of resi-
dence regarding parental involvement
or judicial authorization have been sat-
isfied. Again, there is a defense here for
someone who makes an honest mistake
based on compelling facts.

But the argument that is being ad-
vanced by the opponents of this bill is,
essentially, we should have had an
amendment in the bill that provides
that ignorance of the law is an excuse,
that ignorance of the law would be an
excuse. | do not accept that. We do not
have those kinds of provisions in the
criminal law. In the criminal law of
this country, ignorance of the law is
not an excuse. | do not believe that, in
this context, we should make a special
exemption and provide that ignorance
of the law is an excuse.

It is also important to understand
that the provisions of the Child Cus-
tody Protection Act are operative only
when the State where the minor re-
sides has adopted a valid constitutional
parental involvement law under the
standards articulated by the Supreme
Court. That is absolutely critical here.

They argue that it is not constitu-
tional. That is absolutely incorrect, be-
cause the predicate for the operation of
this statute is a valid constitutional
State law. That is what we are talking
about.

What the opponents of this bill are
essentially driven to argue is that
there is a constitutional right to trav-
el, to go across State lines, that minors
have to avoid the supervision of their
parents.

I think if Members think about that
for a minute and think about the con-
sequences of that argument, they will
see that it is ridiculous and it is unac-
ceptable, and would lead to all sorts of
results that we would not want to see.

Members will also hear arguments
today that this bill will endanger the
lives of young girls. This is a major
thrust of the opposition to this bill.
But quite the opposite is true. It is
when young girls are secretly taken for
an abortion without their parents’
knowledge that they face serious risks
to their health and well-being.

An abortion is a serious and often
dangerous medical procedure. When it
is performed on a girl without full
knowledge of her medical history,
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which is usually only available from a
parent, the risk greatly increases.
Moreover, minor girls who do not in-
volve their parents often do not return
for follow-up treatment, which can lead
to dangerous complications.

In the subcommittee’s hearing on
this bill, we heard from one mother
whose daughter was secretly taken
away for an abortion and subsequently
suffered serious complications from the
botched procedure. Her daughter re-
quired additional surgery after the
abortion, additional surgery which
could only be performed with her
mother’s consent.

What an irony. What an irony in-
volved in that case. Of course, it was a
terrible tragedy for that family, all of
the circumstances, but the irony there
is that an abortion can be obtained
without parental involvement, but if
the abortion produces complications,
parental consent is required for the
necessary medical care.

As Dr. Bruce Lucero, a prominent
abortionist and abortion rights advo-
cate, wrote last Sunday on the New
York Times op ed page, | would ask the
Members of the House to look at this.
I know there are Members who would
disagree with the views of those of us
who support this bill on the general
subject of abortion, but I would appeal
to all Members to read this piece that
appeared in the New York Times. It is
under the heading ‘“‘Parental Guidance
Needed.”” The gentlewoman from Flor-
ida (Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN) and | cir-
culated this as a Dear Colleague. It is
very instructive.

As Dr. Lucero wrote, teenaged girls
who have an abortion without consult-
ing their parents face greater risk to
their health than those who consult
with their parents. It is the parents
who have the fullest access to relevant
information concerning the girl’s
health, and it is the parents who are in
the best position to see that any com-
plications are promptly and effectively
treated.

While | do not agree, by any means,
with Dr. Lucero’s views on the general
subject of abortion, | believe that his
support as a prominent abortionist and
a prominent advocate of abortion
rights is somewhat noteworthy. I
would encourage my colleagues to pay
a little attention to this. All of the
Members of this House, whatever their
position on abortion, they should pay
attention to Dr. Lucero’s conclusion
that passage of this legislation is, and

I quote him, “important ... to the
health of teen-age girls.”
The opponents of parental involve-

ment laws and of this bill argue that
the bill needs a health exception. It
does not. The bill specifically provides
that it would not apply if the abortion
was necessary to save the life of the
minor. If the concern is about the
health risk of a non-life-threatening
nature, then the best course of action
is involvement of the parents, for the
very reasons | have just discussed, and
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for the reasons that Dr. Lucero dis-
cusses. He has a lot of experience in
this particular area.

If there is some compelling reason
why the girl cannot tell her parents,
then she always has the ability to seek
an expeditious judicial review, which
all valid State parental involvement
laws are required to permit. It must be
expeditious. That is one of the fun-
damental requirements that has been
set forth by the Supreme Court.

Finally, Mr. Speaker, we have heard
arguments that the parents are not
really the people who should have the
right to be involved when a minor girl
is considering an abortion, but that the
grandparents, the aunts and uncles,
cousins, siblings, teachers, and pastors
should have the right to take the child
for an abortion.

But the Supreme Court of the United
States has not recognized the rights of
teachers and pastors or cousins or sib-
lings or other family members to be in-
volved in a minor’s decision to have an
abortion. The Supreme Court has, how-
ever, recognized the rights of parents,
as reflected in State parental involve-
ment laws.

At bottom, the arguments that are
being advanced against this bill are
really objections to the underlying
State parental notice and consent laws,
and objections to the Supreme Court
rulings on this subject. Those who dis-
agree with parental notice and consent
laws ought to take that matter up with
the State legislatures and with the Su-
preme Court. That is where their real
objection lies.

H.R. 3682 is not a Federal parental
consent law. It is simply a law which
protects State laws. As we have al-
ready heard, across the country a child
cannot even be given an aspirin at
school without her parents’ permission,
yet strangers can take children across
State lines for abortion, in circumven-
tion of protective parental involve-
ment statutes. The Child Custody Pro-
tection Act will simply ensure the ef-
fectiveness of these State laws.

While the abortion industry believes
anyone, anyone should have the right
to take a minor girl across State lines
for a secret abortion, the American
public disagrees by an overwhelming
margin; indeed, a margin of nearly 9 to
1.

According to a national poll con-
ducted last week, 85 percent of voters
asked said that a person should not be
able to take a minor girl across State
lines for an abortion without her par-
ents’ knowledge. | would urge my col-
leagues to pay attention to what the
American people are saying on this
subject. | would urge them to vote in
favor of the bill.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr.
will the gentleman yield?

Mr. CANADY of Florida. | yield to
the gentlewoman from Florida.

Ms. ROS-LEHTINEN. Mr. Speaker, |
just wanted to point out some of the
doublespeak that has been going
around in our Chamber relating to tar-

Speaker,
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geting ads and soliciting and extorting
children, this time by the tobacco in-
dustry, yet that same kind of outrage
is not directed at the abortion indus-
try.

I am talking about certain ads that |
agree with, this one put out by certain
anticancer groups, that says, “It is
time to keep tobacco companies from
addicting any more of our children to
their deadly product. Our Nation needs
a tough bill that stops the lies, stops
the Kkilling, and stops big tobacco
now.”’

So they are against targeting ads
that entice young people to smoke, and
I am against that, too. | am against
having young people smoke and en-
couraging and enticing them to smoke.
But apparently these legislators who
are so incensed over big tobacco ads
targeting young people are not equally
incensed at the abortion industry that
targets young people.

Why are they not incensed that this
ad says ‘“‘No parental consent re-
quired?”” Who is that targeted to, if not
a minor daughter? Where else would
they need a parental consent, if they
are not a minor daughter? Obviously
that is an ad that targets young people.

So we are against big tobacco. We
say,”’Congress Must Choose: Big To-
bacco or Kids,” because we love Kids.
These cigarette companies should not
be targeting our children. | agree.
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They are not against these ads that
say no parental consent? Who are they
targeting? Who are these abortion
mills targeting if not young people?

I thank the gentleman for yielding to
me. | would love to hear the outrage
from all of those Members who are so
outraged about big tobacco, | am as
well, why do they not get equally out-
raged about abortion mills targeting
young girls and exploiting them in
their hour of need?

I thank the gentleman for yielding to
me.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, | reserve the balance of my time.

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. Speaker, | yield 1
minute and 30 seconds to the gentle-
woman from New York (Mrs. LOWEY).

Mrs. LOWEY. Mr. Speaker, | would
just like to ask the gentleman from
Florida two questions. Firstly, he was
talking about protecting State laws. |
wanted to question the gentleman and
wondered if he would protect New York
State’s gun laws as well. For example,
Florida has no gun laws. Could we work
together to make sure that the gun
laws in New York are enforced if a per-
son goes to Florida? That is the first
question.

Mr. Speaker. Mr. Speaker, will the
gentlewoman yield?

Mrs. LOWEY. | yield to the gen-
tleman from Florida.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. The answer
to that question is no. | do not support
the gun laws.

Mrs. LOWEY. So you are not inter-
ested in protecting State laws.
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Mr. CANADY of Florida. | do not sup-
port the gun laws of New York. | think
a lot of New Yorkers are moving to
Florida so maybe that has something
to do with the better legal climate in
Florida.

Mrs. LOWEY. Then the question con-
cerning preserving State laws is not
really one of the valid arguments.

The second question | have is, the
gentleman was talking about a judicial
bypass. Does the gentleman actually
admit to this group that a grand-
mother, a loving aunt, a loving cousin,
a sibling could be subject to penalty if
they help this woman?

I would like to ask the gentleman
from Florida, could he clarify for me
whether a loving grandmother, an aunt
or a sibling would be subject to penalty
if this young woman in her hour of
need wants to go to a loving family
member, if, in fact, because the parent
might be a drug addict or might be
abusive or might have abused her, if
that young woman decided she could
not go to the parent, would that rel-
ative, dear friend or family be subject
to these penalties?

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Mr. Speak-
er, if the gentlewoman will continue to
yield, under the laws of all the States,
those individuals that the gentle-
woman has specified would be enabled
to go with the young woman to a judge
for the judicial bypass. That is avail-
able under all the laws as required by
the Supreme Court.

Mr. SCOTT. Madam Speaker, | yield
3 minutes to the gentleman from Maine
(Mr. ALLEN).

Mr. ALLEN. Madam Speaker, | rise
in opposition to this sadly misnamed
Child Custody Protection Act. This bill
does not encourage young women to
ask a trusted adult for much-needed as-
sistance. Instead this bill will cause
some young women to face decisions
about their pregnancy alone.

Parental involvement in a minor’s
decision about her pregnancy is the
ideal. And for 75 percent of teens in
this country, it is also the reality. But
some teenagers, for various reasons,
simply cannot or will not confide in a
parent. This bill will make criminals of
some grandmothers, aunts or other rel-
atives that help pregnant teenagers ex-
ercise their legal rights.

This bill would endanger the health
and lives of young women who for a va-
riety of reasons, including fear of
abuse, are unable to involve a parent in
their decisionmaking. We have heard
several times comments over here
about how what you do need parental
consent for, but you do not need paren-
tal consent to give birth. You do not
need parental consent to give a child
up for adoption. This bill is about poli-
tics, not sound legislation. Four
months away from an election, this bill
is designed to strike contrasts between
two sides rather than to enact good
legislation.

What we should be talking about
today, following the suggestion of a
Republican Member, the gentleman
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from Pennsylvania (Mr. GREENWOOD), is
how to involve adults in the decision-
making process. We should look at
policies that work, like the Adult In-
volvement Law that exists in my home
State of Maine.

The Adult Involvement Law recog-
nizes that parental involvement and
guidance is ideal for young women fac-
ing decisions regarding a pregnancy.
However, when parental involvement is
not possible, teens should not be alone.
Maine’s Adult Involvement Law allows
young women to turn to a trusted
adult for advice and counsel. The
young woman considering an abortion
may turn to a parent or another family
member, such as an aunt or grand-
mother or a judge or a counselor.

A counselor may include a physician,
psychiatrist, psychologist, social work-
er, clergy member, physician assistant,
nurse practitioner, guidance counselor,
registered nurse or licensed practical
nurse. The counselor must discuss with
the young woman all of her options, in-
cluding adoption, parenting and abor-
tion.

In Maine, all minors seeking an abor-
tion must receive counseling, even if
that young woman has the consent of
another adult. This provides the maxi-
mum guidance and support for the
young woman. That is the kind of law
we ought to be considering here today.

This Child Custody Protection Act is
designed to restrict a young woman’s
access to abortion, not to ensure the
involvement of an adult in her deci-
sionmaking process, because in many
cases she simply cannot or will not go
to a parent if there is a parent in the
picture.

I urge my colleagues to oppose the
so-called Child Custody Protection Act.

Mr. CANADY of Florida. Madam
Speaker, | yield such time as he may
consume to the gentleman from Illi-
nois (Mr. HyDE) chairman of the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

Mr. HYDE. Madam Speaker, | have
already spoken and redundancy is not
the happiest thought. But | just wanted
to say something.

I have listened very carefully to this
serious debate, and | have not heard
one word about the little baby. That, |
guess, just is kind of a given because
we have a million and a half abortions
every year since Roe versus Wade. That
is about 35 million so far. We are so
used to it, we are so desensitized that
abortion is a good thing. | think abor-
tion is an evil thing because it Kills a
human life, an innocent human life.

Why is it helping a young girl by as-
sisting her to kill her unborn child and
saddle her for the rest of her life with
wondering what her first little baby
might have looked like? Yes, it is trag-
ic to have an unwanted pregnancy. Yes,
there are parents who are awful, who
are less than human, and you do not
want to saddle a little girl who is in
real trouble with that kind of a situa-
tion. That is why you have a judicial
bypass.

The judges are going to be very sym-
pathetic to that situation. But my God,
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somebody say a kind word for the little
baby. Why is it helping, why is it help-
ing a young girl to go behind the backs
of her parents, take her across the
State line to kill her unborn child?

Now, grandma, who we are assuming
is far superior to the mother in any
given situation, grandmother is always
available but not necessarily to help
her Kill the child. Maybe to help her
have the child. Maybe to help her get
the child adopted. Maybe to counsel
her. Maybe grandmother can talk to
mother and break the news that the
daughter is so afraid to do.

Grandmothers are not blocked out of
this, nor grandfathers, nor a loving
anybody. But taking the child across
the State line to frustrate the law, to
deny the parent the right to some say-
so in this critical, crucial, life-threat-
ening situation, that is what you are
opting for.

If abortion is a good thing, then you
are right. But if abortion is killing an
innocent human life, give some little
passing concern for that little baby.

Mr. SCOTT. Madam Speaker, | yield
4 minutes to the gentlewoman from the
District of Columbia (Ms. NORTON).

Ms. NORTON. Madam Speaker, |
thank the gentleman for yielding me
the time.

I want to make two points. One has
to do with the real purpose of this bill.
The second has to do with who it is
really aimed at, whether intentionally
or unintentionally, because the result
is the same. The real purpose of this
bill is clear. It is yet another attempt
to sacrifice women and girls, to drive
back the right to choose by any means
necessary, whatever the consequences.

America ought to be on notice, these
folks have lost, because the people
have spoken on the right to choose, the
people and the courts have spoken on
the right to choose. So they have lost
on that question. They have adopted
another strategy. They are trying to do
incrementally to the right to choose
what they have been unable to do
through frontal attacks on the right to
choose. What is particularly serious, as
far as this Member is concerned, is who
this bill is really aimed at.

This bill chooses to go at the most
vulnerable girls in this society. They
are disproportionately girls of color. |
resent the fact that this bill goes after
those who are most likely to come
from broken families, most likely to be
abused children, and | stand here to
speak for them. The most vulnerable
people in the country are girls who find
themselves pregnant and alone with
not even a parent they can turn to.

A third of them would find them-
selves involved in violence, according
to the data, if they turned to a parent.

So this bill really ought to be called
the Runaways Encouragement Bill, be-
cause the children who are most likely
to be hurt by it are those who have no
adult to turn to. And to the extent
they have one, you have taken away
that right because even a sibling or
grandparent or close friend they can-
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not turn to. So runaway, do it on your
own.

Instead of encouraging girls to turn
to an adult, and | was impressed with
what the gentleman from Maine has
just said, it encourages girls to run
away from adults. Who are we talking
about? After all, 75 percent of minors
involve themselves with at least one
parent. Who is it in America who does
not?

I have to tell my colleagues that the
sponsors of this bill must have an Ossie
and Harriet view of the family, but the
fact is, if you saw the resent Ossie and
Harriet documentary, even that one is
gone. So that there are huge numbers
of families that would be hurt by this.
But they are disproportionately chil-
dren of color, that is, inner city girls,
those who come from where there are
no families, where there are no fathers,
where there may well be not any moth-
ers. That is who you are hurting. You
are hurting the people that | represent.
You are hurting the people that the
Black Caucus represents. You are hurt-
ing the people that Hispanic Caucus
represen